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FOREWORD

IPA

The U. S. Enyirpnmental Protection Agency (EPA) has the immense
task of defining, eva'lMating, promulgating, regulating, educating and
coercing 'activities which heve.a positive effect on environmental
quality. The social and economic-iMpacts of environmental decisions_ in
the above categories can have a wide range of effects on human life and
lifeigyles. The staggering costs of corrective action to Governments
and industries could force a shift-in,policy toward educating and
coercing people Lend a greater,hand in developing and implem nting
abatement programs.

In order lo dev6lop effective abatement programs, the E m t have

a base'of information on the attitudes, preception5 and willingne s of
the populaceto cooperate. 'This report presents quantitative !Jet on

these variables and shows the stratification of each variable in-a range
of economic and social settings'in the inner-city, suburban,'and rural.
sotieties.

.01

I

. ,

A. C. Trakowski
Deputy Assistant Administrator

for Monitoring and Technical Support
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ABSTRACT

Americans are less than three generations remove from an era when
virgin land, clean.water, pu re air and quiet neighborhood.were an integral ,

part of the natigon's life style. This era,-however, has passed. .A host of
pre(lemt, including overcrowding,Nunclean air impure water and high noise
levels, has formed what is known as "the eFvironmental

In confro nting this crisis our government is faced with differ op-
tions. And, as the nature of our political svtem is such that public
attitude are important influences on polic,i outputs, indeedf that public
policy is expected'to reflect public t/a),ues, it is essetial that the envirorc-
mental attitude of the American pub,jj.c known,. This study focuses on the
environmental attitudes of residents in the San Antonio SMSi:

The data indicate that, while the respondents believe the environment
is deterjorating, they 406 not believe environmental problems arealhong the
most important faced by the nation. We found also 6: at our respdndents view
the environment in both physical and social ttrms-, Respondents believe
television, from which'they derive most.of their i4orm.ltion relating Id
environmental problems, is the most accurate source of information (with
radio a distant second source). J

4We found sig i 'cant relationshidprs between environmental attitude and
area, ethnicity an SES. Our data indicate th31 92fetn with environmental
problems decrease as one movqs.away from the center city to thf rural area. -
Suburban respondents are more optimistic about current and future environ-
mental conditions than respondents' tiving in the center city or rural areas.

Mexican-Americans rank environmental cgncerns higher than Anglos._
Anglos, although more optimistic about eml-ronmental conditions, are much more
aware of and active in organizations (both public and private) which focus
on the environmev.

1 .

High SES respon4nts were more aware of environmental probkems' and more
actively involved in environmental organizations that ow or SES
respondents.

4
This reportwas submilied in fulfillment of Contract No. 68-'01-2683 by

Pan American University"under,the spoksorship of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Aget'cy. This report covers the period Septembei 1974 to
September 1977, and work was completed as of May 1'6,

a
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SECTIlk 1

INTRO4KTIOtr:-

iro

Americans are less than three generations.removed from art era when AtOk.
'.virgin land, clean water', pure air and quiet neighborhoods were an integral
part of the nation's life style. The nearnA, of this historical link

1 4
explains,, in 1)art, America's surprise at the recent emergence of environ-
mental Auality as one of its most viable domestic concerns (in'January, 1971,
Time magazine identified the environment as the issue of the year"):

. A,host of'pebblems, including overcrowding, unclean aif, impure water
and high noise levers, tas formed what is known as "the en;./irAmerli crisis."
The energy cisis of 1974-15 added the element of scarerty to the- expanding
list of environmental prigblems. '

In response to this crisis something nebulously called "the.environment
t. moyemen ".has developed. Americans have begun-seriously evaluating ter

' role in thehumli environment system, defined by the'Council of Environmental
Quality as including not only "the earth, its surrounding envelope of life-
giving water and but also the public's interaction, with its natural
anri artificial surroundings.

& w

wok -
Thf prespnt environmental "movement" is not the first time Americans

have evidenced awAreness of their ecology: In the 19th Century legrlation
existed which prohibited the polluting-of.water and required forms of land
use (see, for instance, Euclid v. Amber Reality Co., 272 U.S. 365 (1926),
for'a concise history of early lend'use legislation). Additional legislation
relating to air and water pollution appeared more than a.peneraillpa ago.

Most of this early legislation, however, while recognizing in minor ways,'
a".'bed to protect the human environment,. was predicated on the traditional
values of the period in which the legislation was passed., These'beliefs
included, the Sanctity of property rights, the non-interference of government
in the economy and the pursuahce of economic success, eyen.at the expense of
environmental destruction. The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899,for example,
prohibited throwing refuse into any aviciable waterway of the United States.
The prupose of the Act,l'however, s not to provide cleah water, but rather
to eliminate potential shipping hazards.

To be sure, ripme values still are Tent today. However, the contemp-
orary environmental movement has taken 4'different tack. The present4orien-

tation is more toward social, rather than economic needs. The writings of
Rachael Carson Lewis Mumford and William Douglas have focused on the rela--
tionship of environmental factors to the quality of life,:IPthis focu's was

At

9



ut 0, 401 4
-qmbraced by the activists of the,1a60's. , ,,t.....

, Nonetheldss,the energy crisis of .the 1970's has dembnstrated clearly

that th envirOnmenial system cannot; be divorced from ..ithdr social apd/nr

economic considerations. The public mu-st consider what qualitative and
monetary tWadeoffS they are willing to make for environmental improvement.
Thky must strive fora balancQ.between a qualitative environment and a viable

0economy. .

,--

, -C 4
_

r) And, as the nature of out political ,system is such that piublSc attitudes
are'impOrtant influences on policy outputs, that public policy indeed is
expected 'to reflect public values, it.is essential that the environmental
attitudes of th American public be known.

This study, ho

4

es,lo contribute fo this knowledge.

American attitudes toward the environment 'already have been the subject

of rnueh inquiry. Many public and wNivate surveys have added to our know-
ledge of-how America is reacting to environment problems. 1,n gene al surveys

have shown:

1 Between 1965 and 1970 the percentage of Americans who identified
our pollution among the .three major public problems increased 300

percent. No 'otherissue about which the public was polled evidenced

such growth in recognition;

2. After 1970 the pubic response to environmental problems began to
be tempered wit am increased a.Jareness of the potential economic
costs of resolvi g these problems;",

3. Americans believe the environment is continuing to'deteriorate;

411101

4. fneri lieve our problems are more or as important as welfare,
, natio

7
ding.and taxes,, but less 'important than i9flation,,L.J

nationa eurity and corruption,in government;
- .

.4 . :11.

5. Although few. Americans are willilg to pay the necessary "personal

costs to achieve economic goals, they do believe the-turrent public
expenPtures should not be decreased;

----
J

. .

6. Americans view environmental problems primarily in terms of watef

and air pollution;

7. Communities characterized,by higher income and education levels are
more sensitiwe to environmental problems and are more willing to
act, or support action, to improve,environmental conditions;

8. Most Americans rely on teleViion and radio for information relating
to environmental quality.

This knowledge is important.. If not only informs us, but also aids

Otblic agencies in their efforts to addrcok,s the problems of environreval

2
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quality. The most important public agency in 'the development bf our national
environmental policy.is the United Stj,tes Environmental Protection Agency.
The EPA needs to know what, why and how the public perceives environmenfal
problems if it is to execute i tasks effectively.

If'the EPA is to control the cause and effects of environmental problems,
if it is to establish national standards relating' to the use of the environ-
ment, and if it is to enforce these actions it must, know what the public,
thinks. 4

, .1* -i,

Public opinion is not static; it is continually in a state ofilflux.

That is why we field to continually ascertain the public/ attitudes toward the

s environment. We need to'ascertain what relationship, if any, the public's
'awarenessof-env-ironmental conditions has with respect to its awareness of
other oroblems,.e.g., Anflation, uriemployment, taxes. We need to know at
any given time what cost trade-offs the public is willing /craccept in return 1\'",

for environmental improvement* -

-J
. .

We need to know also how the publiE perceives the envi- ronment itself and 4
how this perception relates to' individual lifestyles. We needeto ascertain
the influence of the news media on the formation of environmental attitudes,
and which specific area of the media has the most significant impact.

The diversity of the American public has important conseciLNces for
A

agencies involved in developing public policy. PLople living in the same_

area do not necessarily think alike. lheretort,we nevi to know what effects
this diversity has on the kublic'--, perceplion'olif rflk environment. lin people

living in the same spatial regions, but residing in different spatial -units
(e.g:, inner city, suburbs, rural) perceive their environment and environ-
mentaol problems differently? What are people willing to "give up" to
initiate environmental change, and how does the willingness vary from one
segment of the population to another? Arf. perceptions of the environment

affected byethnie+ty? Ely)income? /

These ar the general types of questions which need to.be asked about
the environ nt, and this study is .directed toward these que.stjons. '

I.

The second section of this report explains the purpose, scope and
methodology of this study. The third section describes the -general frequency ___,

of responses to the-survey instrument. The fourth section explores the
results of the survey as they relate to people livin in urban, suburban and
rural areas. The fifth section addresses the relati ship betweqa SESiii

income and survey responses. The seventh section exp ores the irOlLuence of
the media on the respondent's, attitudes. The eighth section employes -the

tools,of multivariate analysis to lear e deft it what the survey, data

tells us. The ninth section offers con lusions and suggestions for further
study.

3
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SECTION 2.

"PURPOSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

a

PURPOSE

This study is designed t9, add to our knowledge of environmental attitudes

and perceptions. The central thrupt of this study is to identify and measure
"those aspects Of enVir9nri Inta! quality which have a significant impact o/

respondents vele.cte.Von the basis of (1) area stratification (fik.'e., urban,

suburban and rural areas), ,(2).ethnicity (primarily Anglo and Mex4can-

Americal), and (3Y SES income.

.

Focusing on these three sub-grOups, the -central objectiyes of,this study

are:

1. To identify jod evaluate the extent 'to which environmental attip6de

m44 vary between and among individuals within the related subgroup

populdtiuns.

2. To identifyand'evaNate the relationships between environmental
prob)ems, *Id non-environmental problems as perceived by these

subgroup\population.

3. To identify-and evaluate thc...s....ent to which individua ls v,itnin

and amcingAhe sqbgroup population are willing to "pay (in economic
and noneconomic terms). for improvement in environmental quality.

4. To iden'tiffyoand evaluate die media influences which have the post

significarq impact in shaping the environmental attitudes of respon-

dents.

5. To correlate these findings with existing empirical data.

Several tentative hypotheses suggest themselves as guidelines for our

inquiry:

,.
1. Affluence and educa ion will be in direct relationship to 'one's

a4areryss of enviro ntal problems. That is, the higher one's

.inco* and more exten ive one'seducation, the more likely one is
to be aware of and 'ensitive to,the environmentalAystlik

so' e i

2. Iffdividuals residing in,a deteriorating
C

ironment are more likely

to be aware of enwid-opmental problems trarthose residing-4n a
. -.. ...

L-
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healthy environment: Note'that this hypothesis may be incompatible
with the first. t

3. Individuals with a greater awareness of the enviroNental system
will manifest also a greater awareness of thskrelationship of t.be
eniiironmental sys-em to all facets of life stiles,"1

4. Individuals with a greater awareness of the environrIental systerQ.
will be more willing to accept the "costs" of improving that sytem..

SCOPE

The regional scope of this study is the San Antonio, Texas SMSA, which
includes a population of almost one million people Theme people reside in
defided urban, suburban and rural units. The population is also clearly
stratified by, ethrticity with a large Mexican-American populati

METHODOLOGY

The methodology utilized in this study is survey research'. An:interview
schedule of forty-two questions was administered to 1088'people frOm an
initial sample design of 1650. The design was developed by drawing cluster
samples using block statistics.. The clusters were composed of hree pousing,
units, randomly selected from the 260,925 housing' units in SA., gWithih
each housing unit, one adult, also randomly selgcted through a afesponCient
selectiverandoming device, was scheduled to be interviewed. Five hundred
and fifty area cluster'samples.were used. The total number of housing units
divided by 550 resulted in the figure 474. Therefore, starting with a
randomly-selgcted/housing unit", every 474th housing unit and thehousing
unit on each side were selected for interviews.

CallbAcks were made(hree times before-a substitution housingunit)or
:respondent was selected.' When substitutions were made, the data from, these
interviews was collected andcorrelated'with non-substitution results to
ascertain if significant di,ffer'nces existed. Simil4rily, at the end of the
survey, a sample of respondents who had refused eirlier interviews was drawn.
Thee responder'ts were contacted again and the data collected to ascertain
if there were significant.differences between those who refused and the
regular data.

The survey - instrument was administered in both En ?lish and Spanish.

The interviewing was conducted by students of Pan American University (the
contractor ) . The students were trained in three separate sessions And
performed w 11 in the field. Quality control checks were conducted during

,*
0 the interviewing 6eriod's.J.'

The samplle this obtained snificantly underrepresented.the Anglo
population of the SMSA. 4hus, it was necessary to weight the respondents.
The procedure used was the weight procedure of the Statistical Packa9e for
the Social S nces. The reweighted percentage of Anglos was 'thus' 64% of
the saihple.

4

J
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SECTION 3

FREQUENCIES

r

4.

, 7

This section is an overview of tihe'data collected by the study. Such
an overview isjmportant to an understanding of the relationships examined

'later Sections.

0

It is important to urcderstand the perceived relarionsAp belween . -7

environmental problems'and other public issues. We aske4-respOndents first
to identify the various public problems with which they were concerned.
Two problem areas were identified most often: economy and crime. The
economic area, which included unemployment, waslAentified by almost half
of the respondqnts as a national-prt6-1-efri and bt a third as a community erot:4-
lem. Crime and ccrruption were cited by 167,as a national problem andW*Y
154.5% as a communiy problem.

.

Only of the identifieddentified the environment as a specific
national problem, 3.9t\agreed it was a iocal problem, %oile a slightly higher
percentage (7.4:S) saw the energy shortage as apt:Ional problem (5.6' vi.pwed

as a local problem).

. ,

To exaNne one aspect" of the relationship between these problems we
asked respoildents to rank eight common probleMs according to which they

believed most important, st.ond most important, and third most important.
We arranged a scale score on a 5-3-1 basis, 5 .points for most Linportant, 3

o

r
for stcond most important% and 1 for third most important.

N

Table 1 shows that: economic problem (i.e.., .state of tire economy and
unemployment) artd crime.

)and violence are perceived to begthe most important
' problems:b If we add energy shortage to environmental probl@ms, there is a

.

significant increase in the imporance of the environmental area. -However,
fewer than three,hundrcid respondents identified the environment as one of.
the ttliee most important problems.

(.%
Most of the respondents, t 'us, do not see the environment as a major

ProbleM facing either the natio or San Antonio:

We were interested in /how eople defined the term "environment." We
,

asked, "Will you tell me in you own W,ordsovhat the environment means to
you?" Their answers were place in the categories found in Table 2. Over
half of the' respondents, (55.1') identified the environ nt as including both
physical and social components. The next largest cate ory was no idea,"
with 14.84 of the respondents s lecting this category. -Thirteen and a half

. \
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p rcent of the respondents viewed the environment primarily in 'physicalterms
as contrasted with 8.6% who miv.; it primarily inAa social context.

One issue which has been, stuqied frequentl concerns the t rend of our

environment. We asked the respondents to idefit y thelcondi'tions of the --
present environment, te environmentjiye years earlier and five years into
the future. The question: "Heretis a lalder., Imagine that the top of the
ladder repreAents the best possible environmental conditions, and the bottom
of t e ladder represents the worst possible envirSnmental 'Conditions. Where

you think San Antonio stands on they ladder at the present time?" A nine

uld PncIrcate the best possible conditions; a zero, the ...forst possible
nditions. 10

Table 3`shows that respondents generally viewed the present environment
in positive terms. {f" we take-0 through 3 to be below average, 4 through 6
to be average, and 7 thrktrgh 9 to be above average, we find that 40'5, of
tha respondehts iqentified. present environmental conditions as above average,

38 as average and 21.67 as below average. This might, it part, explain the

low pOicentage of responses identifying"environmental probjeris as a major
problem (see above, p: 6)

Table 4 looks back to the Pst and presents a slightly more ssir-istic

perception. Abo!t 44,of the respondents (38.4-1 still identified t''e

envirohment as above/average, but now 35 4 see pat,t environmental'coditions

as beloW average and 26.4, as average.
)t

Table 5 offers us a pictve of tne future and a not very bright picture

at that. About half of the respondents (44,0 ) believe the future conditions
of the environment will be worse than that of either present or past.
One-third believe the eavidonment wail improve the next 'ive years and 22.3

believe it will be average. A

In order to develop public policy relating to any problem it' is mo st

importOnt to identify the source'wflkhe problem. We.oasked the re,poodents .

to name what they\thoi.Nht contributedjhe no to our environmental ,problems.

-The question:, "Wh or'what do you feel is cont,- u g most to*the environ-

ienfip problems in this area?"

The contributor i'dentjfied 0," the largest sin le group of respondents

X32.4-z) was "individual" (see Table 6). However,, /2 17 identified no source.

Industry, frequently publicized as a major pollutant, was cited by 10.6/ and
-ranked behiod gavernmentwhich was siAHed out by 12.8/.

We were interestFd in the impact of then media on the public's pirdeption

of environmental problems. First, we asked each 4espondent to identify the
media soUrce from which they obtained most of their information about national
state and0Tpcal events. *As Tables 77'8, and 9 indicate, television and; news-

papers far exceed any'otl-ier media source in informiig the respon.dents.r In

`each case about one, half of thed'espondepts obtained most of the information*

from TV aad 1/4 to 1/5 obtained their information from newspapers. It js

interesting to note,lhat theimpact, of television lessens as one moves from
national to Statdeto local news while the impact' of radio increases.

Oa
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e asked the respondent's to entify the media ,source they considered
most accurate. The question: "Which of these sources of information do you

thjnko.is molt, likely to give you an unbiased and accurate repdrt of news-.
..ventsr ---f.b!. In shnwc that 1.195% hplicevi.ri ti.14.vicinn tn h4. mrcf ac;citrato.,

followed b'y newspapers and radio. Fourteen and a half 'percentcontended that
none of the media sources were unbia ed..

. (

k
,

- f
We then asked the respondents 11 hey recalled any recent news coverage.

of.environmental events. Table 11 reports data concerningthe newspaper
'coverage. About half (48.2*) of the respondents recaqed reading something
in a newspaper relating to the environment .(note that 81% of'the respondents
indicated they continually read a newspaper). Table 12 focused on televisIGT

,coverage. Forty-five and a half Rercent of the respondents believed they hal
seen something on TV reldting to the environment; 49.8% had not seen anything
concerning the environment. Of the 74.1,',respondents who listen to'a radio,

only 23*3 could recall anything recently that -commented on theenvironment4
These figures we almost identical to those responding to similarmfiestions
concerning mdgazine . Seventy percent said they read or subscribed to
magazines on a regUlar basis, but only 23.5/ recalled any article relating
to the environment.

There has been much discussion concerning America's life style and how
it Contributes to many of our problems. We asked the respondents: "Do ycu

think that the ways that American's live contributes to envircirspental

problems?",

Table 13 reveats ti-rat an oirhelTihg 67.3y of the , Sr 5."nAontS did '

Air life styles as con.tributing- to environmental problems. -Only' 16.L;

c egorically rejected such an idea.
A

Cs
The knowledge of hoar much money the public is willing to spend is of

critical importance to public officials. We identified fivelgeneral areas

of environmental problems: auto exhaust, water pollution, noise -garbage'

and waste disposal, and creatim recreational areas. We asked each respon-

dent: "If your total taxes fdrsuch,items as sale% ta,am.isement 1ax4 liquor
tax and the liAe were to beCincreased, %0yby S100, how much out of this..$100

viodla you be wijling t stand for the following::auto exhaust, water pollu-

tion, noise, garbage- an waste disposal and creaCihg recreational areas to
maintain a clear enyiron ntr

The first problem identified was "auto exhaust poLletion." About 504t,

of the respondents (44.0%) were unwilling to spend any of the 5100 here
Fifteen and a half percent were willing to contribute 520 and $25.

Almost th -fourths (71.1 of the respondents were unwilling to distribute
more than 0 s

The second problem was water pollution. T,birty-six point one percent

of the respondents did not want any of the money distributed here. Fifteen

point tHree percent agreed to allocate $20 and' 12.9, S25. Ten point two

percent .0.9reed to allocate $50. In general the responderits seem to attach
more importance to water pollution than to auto exhaust problems.

.8 7
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The third pronjelm concerned "noise." Fifty.-eight point nine percent of
r

the respondents refdsed to allocate any money to this-problem. 'Wine point

,
eight percent were willing,to contrib6teol0 and 12.8%, $20, but With over
75% of the respondents alloLeiiny ie-,, Oar' I40, noise di'd not seem LO be a
major problem. 4

N The fqurth area was trash and waste disposal. Here, 'the respondents

seemed more concerned. Still, over one-third (37.5%allocated no money.
Fiftem point two percent were willing to allocate $20 an4 12.6%, $25. Ten

perceHt alloctIted $50:
/

The finaj proble m area identified concerned recreational' areas. This

seemedqpy far to he the category which generated an allocation of money.
Only 28.3% refused to distribute any of their money to this problem. Pburtee
and a half percent donated $20, 10.6%, $25 and 14.8s) spent $50. Less than
40% were unwilling to spend' at least $20 on this pro-hien.

)

With the exception'of the la ter problem; none of the problems claimed
a" disproportionate amount of mone fro'', the respondents.

Citiielinvolvement 4 in public policy is very important. We vier

ested both in the citizens' knowledge pf governmental agencies 'fificu

?environ-ental issues andand in their kno;ledge of and membership in relev

citizen groups or civic agencies.

. 1
.

We asked -Do you happen to know if tnere are any goverr4nental agencies
or oryanizacions in the San Antonio area which a're concerned with the pro-

\.... tect ion of the en,,Yironment?" ,'

Table 14 indicates tnpt 52.57 of the respondents were aware of some
governmental agencies concerned wieh environmental' problems. -Of these .

respondents 24:6- _could identify the agency, with 6.6' recognizing the EPt

as such an agency. Thirty-seven poW erght pe?-cer;t of the respondents know

se'
of no government agency in the San ANonio area concerned Zi-th .flyiYonmental,

probTems. Only 90 respondents identified the EPA.

We'asked also if there wereasny Icitizens groups or civic cFubs in the
-7%

SanAntonio area that study environmental problems or take stands on erviron-
meni'al problems.

Here we found that more respondents were aware of local, non-governmental
agencies than hatb;en aware uf governmental ageti-olLes. Sixty point four per-

t cent of the respondegus_were aware of such organi2Akions (see Tahle 15). Of

these, 31.5z could identrfy the local organization by name, with the Sierra
Club being most widely recognized (8.2').

We then asked, "Do you happen to belong to any organization that studies
or'takes stands on environmental issues?"

"No," was the o erwhelming an-swer. Table 16 indicates that'a6Out nine
out of ten respon _tits did rot belong to any environmentally-active otgani-

zation Of the 9:9- that do belong to an r4rganization, no more than 1,1/,

9



belong to the same co tilon, indicating that no singly nvironmentally -

active organization -e en remotely has.a following in OR).

We s,uuyht iu idelairy Uthei (.41 enviiiiiimelae011.1.ivi.sm. We asked,

"Ha've you friqtn any letters, telephoned or personally called on anyone '

concerning en ronmental issues?"

As might be expected from the answer to the previous ques'tion, a slgnif-

sicant number of respondents had never utilized any of these approaches.
Eighty poirit four percent had never corftactedfanyone concerning environmental

issues (see Table 17). Of the 17.95" wfo had made contact, 9.1% had called

a public official and 5.6% had written a. public official '
Finally, we asked; "Have yob ever attended any melings or rallies to

complain or learn about the environmental problems.."

Again, the answers were consistent with rqsponses to previous questions

concerning activities. Table 18 indicates that 85.8' of the respondents had

never attended a meeting.

A demographic profile of the Gurvey follows. Sixty point three. perceht

of the:sample had resided in the San Antonio area five years or more (22.4%

had resisied-1n the area for over 15years). Twenty-six point three percent

of the respondents. had lived there two years or less. Forty-nine point two

percent were employed. . Twenty-eight percent of the sample had completed

high school, 15.6% had completed college. Nineteen and a half percent had

ai8th grade education or less. .virtually all adult age groups were evenly
'represented with 30-34 yApr olds comprisin.,; the sr^allest portion,of the-

\sample (107,) and 45-54 (16.5,) and 18-24 (16.4%) the largest. Twenty -five

point nine percent of %be resporidehts had incomes of $1'5,000 or more; 45.4

"had incomes of less than $10,000. Fifty-eight point three percent of th,e

.,respondents were female. Sixty-fotrpoint one percent of the sample were

Anglo and almost one-third were Mexican-Amer;can. Sixty point eight percent

'lived in the center city area, 8.1/ in the suburbs and 17.1 in the rural

areas.

t.
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TABLE 1. MOST IMPORTANT PROBLMS

PROBLEM SCORE

Crime and itiolence

State of .the Economy.

2848

262

Unemployment 2026 7

Drug Abuse 1594.

Energy Sh6rtage 1340

Governmenta 1 aConcept ion 10/1

Environmental Problems 493

Race Relations . 303

'Scale Scores were controlled on a 5-3-j basis: 5 points for most

important; 3, s-econd, most important; 1, third most important.
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TABLE 2, DEFINITION OF ENVIRONMENT

.
oa,

RELATIVE

\

,

AD LISTED'
.' CUM

FREQ FR FREQ

CATEGORY LABEL Ark CODE ABSOLUTE ( % ) . ( % ) ( %

PHYSICAL CHAR 1. 185 13.5 -' 15.9 / . 15.9

'INC NB CHAR '2. ' 83 6.1 7.1 23.0

PR-IMARILY, SOCIAL 3 . 118 4.6 12.1 3T. 1

__
PHYSICAL AND 4. 755 55.1 64.8 97.9

_

TIMES WE LIVE IN 5. 24 1.8 2.1 100.0
AviN

fa 0. . 1 2.1 MISSING 100.0

NO IDEA - '9. 203 14.8 MISSING 100.0
.

t a

TOTAL 1369 100.0 100.0

i .

MEAN 3.300

VALID CASES 1165 MISSING CASES 274
-66=

ta 24
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TABLE 3

ENvN:w

. PERCEPTION OF PRESENT ENVIRONMENT

I

FE..ATIVE ADJUSTED GUA
ABSOLUTE FRU FREc FREta

fArEGORY,6A8EL CODS PREQ ( I ) , ( k ) ( % )

POOR

EXCEL.EN'

mE A 4. 6,135

1. . 3d ?.8 3.2 3Z

2a, id 0,7 e.e 4.1
0

). -, 62 4.5 5.2 9.3

4y 9z 6.6 7.6 16.4

5, 157 18,8 ,7 38.6
., .

6, 17,3 12.6 14,6 53.3
0.

",.. 1. 139 15.4 17, 70.9

8, 128 16.7 19,3 90.2

9. 116 8,5 9.E 15 '.il

0, 186 13,6 MISSING 100.0

VAL, 14'9 120.2 loe.e

VAL.0 CASES 1183 MISSING VASES, 186

w.
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tTABLE 4. PERCEPTION OF PgS.LENVIRONME T

5

.

ENv5R

.

CATEGORY LABEL CODE

, , . RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE- FRED

FRED (\% )

,c_

ADJUSTED
FREC
( % )

CUM .

1FREO
N % )

POOR.
r

1, 25 1.8 2,4 2.4

.
" .2, 31 2,3 3,2 5.5

3, 85 6,2 8.3 13.7

4, 94 6.9 9.2 22.9

1

5. 146
. ,

13,7 14,2 37.1

6, 126 . 8.8 11,2. 48.8

7, .135 9.9 . 13.2 62.0

8, 215 15.7 21,2 i 82.9

EXCELLENT 9, 175 12,8 17,1 12011

0. 343 25,1 MISSING 100.0
...

-...

. .
iOTAL 1369 ' 100.0 100,2

.

MEAN 6.246

VALIC CASES 102.6 MISSING CASES 343
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TABLE 5. PERCEPTION OF FUTURE ENVIRONMENT

ENV5r

,
kilsoLpTE

RELATIVE
FRED

AQJUSTEO --CUM
FREC FRED

CATECOR7'4A8EL CODE FRED C, % ) ( % ) C % )

POOR 1. 94 6,9 ?a 9.0

2. 76 5,6 7,3 16.34

< 3,

4,

i

103
,

81

7;5

5,9

9,9

7,8

26.2

34.0 J'

5, :.28 9,3 12,3 46.3

6, 97 7;1 9,3 _55.6

7, 133 9,7 12.8 6e.4

Allw
6 %

8. 195 16,2 18.7 87.1

EXCELLENT 9. 134- 9,8 12.9W 10060P. .-- .
4

' 0, 328 2.4,0 mIsSIKG 108.0

TOTAL 1359 100,0 100,0

MEAN

vALli CASES

5.570

_1041 MISSING CASES, 328

ftemorms
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TABLE 6. CONTRIBUTORS TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

.1:

AoSOLUTE
ELATIvE
FRED

CATE.Y);.T CODE FREQ .t 4 )

to, 92 6.7,

,1,040USThr. 1. 145 1..6

INDIvt0U.O.S 2. 443 32.4

Gov' 175 12.8 .

TRAMC 4. 110
. _

0.i.

NONE 5, 45 f 3.3

RUGS 6, 34 2.5

coRROTION 7,, 15- 1.1

TOO ANY ANIMALS 8, 8 2.6

NO RESPONSE 9. 302 22.1

TOTAL, 1369 J120.0
A

MEP, 3,880'

VALID CASES 1369 KISSING CASES

*UV

AC.LSTIC
FAEC cGt.

% ), ( %

617 A,7

1Z,6 17,3

s.

32,4 4917

12,0 9:2.5

e,e 7,plA

313 73,9

- 2,5 76,3

1.1 77,4

246 4 77:v

22,1 10,0

12201'
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NTLMEDIA

TABLE 7.. NATIONAL MEDIA I.L.S E

RELATIVE'
AISOLUTE 'REP

AILIATED
'REG

CUM
FREC

CATEGORY "LA96. CODE FRED . ( % ) ( % ) 1 % )

..-.

NEWSPAPERS 1, 264 21,6 21,6

MAGAZINES
\-..

2, 58

1;71:

4,4 26,0

.."--.0 RADIO

TELEVISION
1

3,

4,

106

714

7,7

52,2

ell

54,3

34,0

66$3
1

FRIEMOS 13 6,9 1,6 89,3

OTHER
I-2::
a, is 0,7 0,6 90,0

RADIO ANU TV 7, .21, 1,5 1,6 91$0 -.

NEWSPAPER i TY 8, 85 6,2 6,5 Cy
NO RESPONSE 9, 25 1,6 149 Wee

6, 53 319 MISSING 1104

TOTAL 1369 -118,1 100,0

I

MEAN. .

V11° CAGES

3,618 . ,,

1316 MISSING CASES 53

..

29 tc
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TABLE .8. &TATE MEDIA USE

..-

S°E5TA

-s'

CATMORT LABEL
..%

r)

COO

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE

rREw ( k

AO.JUSTED
FREC
C X )

CUM
6E,7

( Z )

5.-'
NEWSPAPERS lo 39,6 28.,9 29,7 29/7

'.(AGA2INES° .2o 29 4,5 1,5

R010 *,3, 121 8,8 9,1 A03

TE-EvisicN 4, 625 5,7 46,9 87,2
A

-FRIENDS 1 5, 15 1,1 1,1 .' 8803

OTHER 6, 12 1,9 0,9 69,2

RADIO AND TV 7, 25 1,8 1,9 91,1

e NEWSPAPER 4 TV 81 89 6,5 6,7 )97/7

NO RFSPONSE 9, 19 2,2 2,3 ,101,8

0, 36 2,6 MISSING 100,0

TOTAL 1369 /4084 106,6

'1,04 3,453

VAII0F CASES 1333 MISSING CASES 36
.

.
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TABLE 9. LOCAL MEDIA USE

..4
RELATIVE

ABSOLUTE 'RE;
ACMIED

FREC
CATEGORY LABil. COOL_-.- rREO ( % ) ( % )

NEwSPAPERS 1, 398 29,1 29,
mAGAOINEs 2, 8 1,1st . 1.6

RADIO . 3, 161 11, 11,3

TELEVISION A, 563 42,6 A3,8

FRIEn5 5, 38 206 2,9

OTwEP- 6, 10 1,7 016:

RADtC ANC) TV 7, 23 1,7 1.7

NEWSPAPER 8 TV e,
,95 6,9 7,1-

NO QESPC.54. 9, 25 1,8 1.9

4.

6,

TOTAL

38

1369

2,6

101.0

'MISSING

01,0
47

MEAN. 3,42

VALID CASES 1331 MISSING CASES 36

CO
- FREC .

( X )

.I.

. -2919

3110

41,1

65.6

81,5

69.3

ell,/

9,11

101:1

1010

4

4

t
r



FA°
.J I

4'
ACCINFO

.

CATEGORY LABEL

NEN5PAPERS

mAid,i:NEs
.

.
.

RANO

.v

OtNER

NONE

TSPAPERATi

NO RESPONSE

MEAN 3,616

.41.10 CASES 1367

1

7 .

TABLE 10. MEDIA ACCURACY;

a

RELATIVE

.

AOJOTEO cwm

ABSOLUTE rgEO 4'4E: rPEO

CODE rRco ( x ) ( % J. c % )

1, 278 26.3 20.3 26.3

2. 97 7,1 7,1 271.1

/
3,

,

144 16.5
i

11,5
t

36.8

1 4. 582 42.5 42.6 U.S

5, 26. 1.5 1 1.5 8206

6. 199 14.5 14,6 96,6 ;

7. 3 6.2 6,2 96.8

9, 44 3.2 3,2 16618

) go' 2 6.1 MISSING 111111

T0T46 1369 160.6 p

MISSING CAStS 2

u14 mo



TABLE 11. READ STORY ON ENVIRONMENT

okAOST

CATEGORY LABEL

,

A87.00
RELYlvE 4 TJOTED

rRED FREC
I % ) ( % )

REiD-TAKES PAPER 1. 545 394, 39,9

READ-DOESN'T TAKE 2, 1/45 8,4 1,4

'AKES-Elcre. 3, 447 / 32,7. ° 32,7

(!.1 -LIE, No, READ 4, 239 17,5 17.5

40 RESP 9. 21 1,5 1,5

Ie. 2 8.1 SSING

TOTAL 1369 100.9 111,1

MEAN

VALID CASES

2,386

1367 CSE5 . 2 N

33
114

4

,

CUM
rPEC
( % )

39,9

4,3

aLe

98,5

188,1

181,1
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TABLE 12. SAW TV OE PORT ON ENVIRONMENT

' N
. .
NA

TVSTO
I

CATEGORY LABEL
il

SAM STORY

0/0NIT SEE

MO RESP

.

CODE

1,

2,

3,

4,

9,

6,

TOTV.

ABSCLUTE
CREO .

623

682

36
1

1
4

25
/

2

1369

...

RELATIVE
FRED
( *4 )

45,5

49,6

2.6

0,1

1,8

6,1

116,6

ADJUSTED
FREO
t % )

45,6

49,9

2,6

1,1

1,6

MISSING

166,6

',..,

CUM
F9E0
( % )

45,67

e"- 95,4

9 ol

08,2

161,6

III'S

1.

r MEAN.

VALLD GASES

1,760

1367 MISSI CASES 2

40.

.0'

I

)



TABLE.13. LIFE STYLES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

.IVECNT

...

ABSOLUTE
RELATIVE
'REG

AO..1.11TE0

FRfc
cum
FRETCATEGORY 6ABE6 CODE FRED (.% ) ( % ) c X )

TES 1, 922 67,3 67,4 .67,6

NO _Le 224 16,4 16,4 - 84,1

BcTm ' 3, 87 6,4 6,4 92,5

4, 2 0.1 1.1 91,6

5, 1 0,1 2,1 907
NO RESPONSE 9, 127 9,3 9,3 111,1

. ... 2, 6
.

2,4 MISSING 111,1

TOTAL 1369 111.1 1111,

MEAN 2,045

VALIC CASES 1363 MISSING CASES

4

3;

<

.

I

CUM-

/
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TABLE 14. KNOWL4GE OF GOVERNMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES

ANCA4

CATEGORY L88EL

TES-,iAA7

YES-CAN'T 10

NO

-4(OT StdRE

NO RESISE

CODE
a
1,

2',

3,

4.

5,

7,

0,

TOTAL

'48S9LUTE
cREO

337

382
R.

518-
. _

113

2

1

13

3

1369 4

PELATIvE ADJUSTED
RREG FREC
( % ) ( X )

24,6 24,7

27,9 28.8

37.8 37.9

8.3 CO

8.1 8.1
r

8.1 so.

8.9 1.0

8,2 041ISIAG

111,1 101.0

'DUN

FRED
I/ 36

24.7

52.6

98.6

98.8

99.8

99,1

1.0.0

/S011

MEAN 2.373.
414

VALID CASES 1366 MISSING CASES 3

e"



TABLE 15. KNOWLEDGE OF CIVIC ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES

CIVIC

.

CATEGORY 08EL

YESI0

YES-:AN'T IC

NO

40T SURE

NO 4ESPONSE

. COOL

1.

/
2,

3,

4,

9,

0,

TOTAL

ABSOLUTE
FRED

431
,

395

411

114

13

5

1369

RELATIVE
FRED

. C xy)

31,5

28,9

31,1
er

8,3

1,9

1,4

1111,1

ACJUSTEO
'FREc

% )

816

29,1

31,1

8,4

1,8

MISSING

111,1

00
FREC
( S )

3116

61,6

91,7

99,1

keg.

1114

MEAN 2,219

vAL10 CASES 1364 MISSING CASES 5

t

r`

37

.
r



TABLE 16. MEMBERSHIP IN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP

mEnORG

:ATEGORY LABEL CODE

a,

TES 1.

qo 2.

NO RESPONSE 3.

9;

RLLATIVE
dSOLUTE FRED

F-REI2 )

ADJL,STE4
FREC

I

6 2,4 0$4 7,4

'136 9:9 9,9 19,4 .

A. 1216 88.8 1-114.8 99,2

3 2.2 2,2 0,4
4,:,....

0.6 2,6 1z,,e.

TOTAL 1369 102.0 122,2

MEAN 1,915

VALIC CASES 1369 MISSING CASES
,t

s.

k

A
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. TABLE 17. CONTAC S WITH PUBLIC OFFICIALS

CONTOFF

CATEGORY LABEL,

YES-CALL OFF

RELATIVE AO:ASTE0 CUP .

COD FREQ ( ) ( % ) ( % )

ABSOLUTE
. FREO , FREQ'

YESNROTE °Fr 2

YES-vISIT or 3,1

YES CALL NP.

, YES -WROTE NR

NO

NO RESPONSE

/ _

Si

9,

0,

TOtAL

..,

124 9,1 9.1 9,1

76 5,6 5,6 14,6

2$ 2,8. 2,0 16,7

7 8,5 2.5 17,2

it . 1,7. 2e7 47,9'

12.02. 00,4 62,5 / 9015'
A

2 - . 1,1 2,1 90.6

19 '1,4
114. 18102

2 1,1 MISSING 110,2

1369

MEAN 6,095

YALIOCASES 1367 MISSING :4SES 2

.39

180,8 102,0
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TABLE 18. ATTENDANCE AT ENVIRONMENTAL MEETINGS

v

ATTMEET

RELATIVE A0.10/E0 CUM
. ,

ABSOLUTE FRED _FRED FRG
CATEGORY .ABEL °

,

e CODE FRED I R.) ( % ) ( I )

YES 1, ' 160 , 13.1 13,2 _1312,

NO 2, 1124' 65.6 85,9 99.1

4. 1 081 9,1 '99,2

NO RESPONSE .9, '11 0e8 Ole leffe

0, 3 Oa MISSING 1600
a

TOTAL 1369 RCO 100,2

MEAN 1,926

VALID OASES , 1366 MISSING -CASES 3

'

(iu
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SECTION ill(
A

di

.4 AREA RESPONSES TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

t

The San-Antonio'SMSA was selected as the 'geographical focus for the
' surley because it offered the opportunity to stratify our spmple along rural

suburban and celpter city lines. It has been suggested in other studies that.-'
individuals residing in a deteriorating environment are more likely to be

. aware of egolLionmental problem% than those residing in a healthy environment.'-'
Or, more genelally, that wIere one lives can directly affect one's perception
of environmental problems. ,This section looks at the responses stratified

. according tglerea.
. t

Does area affect the p ptievespondents have concerning thekor-0
,

.
.

` ,tance of,public prOblems? le 19 shows a sj-gnifieant relationship between
the area in which respondents live and their rankinb public problems.
Center city residents placed much emphasis on probl elatingto the .

economy (26.1%) and crimes (16.0%). Twenty-three seven percent of
: the suburban residents

1
also kited thee economy as the most important problem,

bin 2:1.6% were unsureend cited no problemes most important. Rural respon-
dents were more concerned, about the economy than their two counterparts
(41.4,of the rural respondents named the economyl,and 44.4% identified

.
%

4 crlreas the most important. _...,..,

'.. . 4s00,s4,-.
c.'

. Thus', Are state of the econogiy is the
(

s important problem named bY\
*'"ill three Olibups, but in different proporti s. tenter, city and rural

, residents find crime to be a significant problem while suburban residents
evidence More uncertainty than qie other twp areas. .

None of, the three groups identified -" environmental problems" to a ,

. significant degree. Spur int nine percent of the center ciiy residents,
4.1% of the suburban residehts and 4.0% of the rural residers mentioned
the environment by name. If we combiner environmental probins wish energy
end refuse, however, the significance is much higher. Twenty-one pbint three.
percent of the center city.residents, 22.6% of the suburban: residents and
20.8% of the rural respondentsacite these three areas as most important. .

There is a significant relationship between area and the definition of
three areas agreed,tha"envirornI

in terms . th physical and social characteristics (see Table 2:- Sixty
ctii 'All that the environment should be defined .

0
point three percent of the center city respondents, 74% of the suburban
respondents ard'6611% of the rucal"respohdents viewed the environment in this .

duarmanner. The data also indicate that center city and suburban' residents
are more likely than their rural counterparts to see the environment in pH.'

a *mariiy physical terms.
. A' .... ...j' .liv
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; We alto attempted to Identify what trends, if any, the respondents an-

11

ticipated in the area of environmental improvement. We aske them to estab-

lish, on a scale of one to nine, with higher numbers reflect ng 0 better
environment, what conditions they believed the environment to be in today,
apd.what cendition they anticipated five years hence.' One through three

would be below average, four through six, average, and seven through nine,

above average.

There is a significir relationship between area and respondents' per-

ception of present and future environmental conditions.' Table 21 shows that
suburban residents see present 'environmental conditions as better than either

center city or rural -respondents. Fifty-eight point three percent of the

suburban respondents ranked the present environment as above average and
'37.8% saw it as average. Only 3.9% labeled it below average. Center city

residents believed Oresent conditions were average or above average with

'9'.4% choosing below average. . Rural residents, however, were not so pleased.

'Twelve and a half percent saw the present environment as below average and

not quit onelthird rated it above average.

. )

These relationships remained significant when we asked about environ-

mental conditions five years hence (see Table 22). Over a thircidof tharural

respondents believed _the environment would be below average. Center city and

suburban residents were less positive than they had been about present con-

ditions. One fourth of the center city residents predicted the environment
would be below average in five years. Suburban respondents remained the

most-optomistic, but three times as many respondents as before now believed
the environment would be below average.

We asked the respondents to identi fy who Or what they believed were

contributing most to our environmental conditions. Table.23 demonstrates

again a diistinction based upon geographical stratification. All thfee areas

viewed individuals as contributing most to our environmental problems with
364% of the suburban dwellers holding such a viewpoint followed by 34.2%
of the,rural respondents and 32.0% of those residing in the center city area.

,--Z)The threeareas.were rarely separated by more than a few percentage points

. regardless of which contributorthey were naming. However 12.4% of the

center city did cite industry asl contrastpd with 7.2% of the suburban resi-

dents. As one moved Away from the ore-icity, government became more of a

contributor.

When asked if the way Americana livecontributes,to our environmental
, problems all three areas agreed that it did. However, ..there is no relation-

ship between area and response. Sixty-four point one percent of the center
ciltydpiespondents agreed that America's life style was a significant factor,
in our environmental deterioration'and 64% and 64.1% of the suburban and
rural respondents. respectively supported this proposition (see Table 24).

rprnirig to the key issue of costs, we,asked,the respondents to distrib-

ute,tee sum of $100 over a group of environmental problems. We placed-re-

spondent allocations Into four categories: $0, $1-19, .$20-41itigiand $50 plus.
-

Tables 25 through 29 relate our findings, We found relationships be-

, -30
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tween response and area in all five problems examinaL Suburban and rural
residents are more willing than center city residents to allocase money to
control auto exhaust. This is somewhat surprising as one migh/nnticipate
that the center city area would be most adversely affected by Auto exhaust.
Still, one-third of the centir.city respondents and rural respondents and
35.1% of the suburban respondents would spend $20 to $49 on auto exhaust
control. About-half of the center city respondents, however, would /locate
no money to this area. ff

A

Suburban residents seemed slightly more concerned with water pollution
than the two area counterparts. Forty -five percent would spend.$20 to $49

and, 18.9% would spend over $50. Center city residents were the least con,
cerned with over one-third unwilling to contribute any money'to this area.

Ndise caused the least concern among all three groups. No more tham
4.5% of any group was willing to contribute $50 or more and over half of
the center city and suburban respondents were unwilling to allocate any
money. Rural residents evidenced more interest in this area than either
other group, but even then, 47.9% would not allocate any money to control-
ling noise.

Waste disposal was an important concern of the suburban and rural areas,
but center city respondents were unwilling to spend $50 more and 41%

would spend $20 to $49- Suburban residents would allocate slightly move
money, with4116.2% and 41.4% responding respectively. Over one-third of the

center city residents would spend no money here.

The most popular problem was recreation. Twenty-51Z point 'nine percent

of the rural residents, 26.3% of the center city residents and 18.9% of the
suburban residents were willing to commit $50 or more to recreatianal -areas.
Over half of the suburban residents (51.4%) would contribute $20 to $49 as
would 40.2% of the rural residents and 31.6% of the center city respondents.
This was the only category in which no respondent area exceeded 40% in al-

.
locating st l,e. the problem.

In the area of citizen recognition and citizen participation,we found
the following results. We asked respondents if they knew of any governmental
agencies or organizations.in'the San Antonio area which was concerned with
the protection of the environment. Fifty-six point seven percent ofthe sub-
urban respondents were aware of such organizations (25.2% of urban could
identify the organization(s)). Fifty-three pointinine percent of theccenter

city respondents made the same claim (24.8% could identify tke organizalt"
stion(s)). However, less than half (47.4%) of the rural respondents
cated such awareness (see Tabld 30).

When we referred to'lheir knowledge of citizen groups or civic clubs
rather,than governmental organizations-, we did find a relationship between

area and response. Table .31 indicates that 65.7% of the suburban respond-
ents, 61.8% of the center city respondents and 60.2% of the rural respond-

* ents were aware of such organizations. Suburban residents were least likely

to be unable to identify any nth organt'zation. The ability to identify

specifically the organizations remained at one-third or les& for all three

AO.

31
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groups of respon eats1

When asked which organizations they could identify, few resporidents
could recall the specific organization. Fifty-four center city, 12 suburban'
and 8 rural respondents could identify the EPA while 75 centek, city rilidents,-.
9 suburban and 28 rural respondentS were able to.kame COPS.

;:a.

Asked,,, wto identify nor groups, respondents singled out the
Sierra truti. Fifty-six center city, t8 sub-urban and 9 rural respondents
identified the Sierra Club,

When questioned about, actual membership in any of these organizations,
the respondents reflected hp significant relationship based upon where they
live.. Table 32 shows tiat 13.5% of the suburban resp9nderts belong to some
environment-oriented organization, 9.3%-of the center/city resident.s and
7.7% of the rural respondents.

We examined the activism of our respondehts by asking about their
contacting public officials and their actual attendance at meetings concern-
ing the environment. Ai might be expected from the responses to the qU'estions
concerning knowledge of and me ership in environmental organiiations, the
level of activism among all th se groups was quite low.

Table 53 shows that abo 80% of the respondents*in the centeV city,
suburban'and'i-ural areas have never contatted a public' official or a news-
paper about environmental_dis es. of the few who have made contact, tele-
ptining or writing a public' fficial appears to 6e the most common method
of.contact. No distincticieralong geographical lines is apparent. There is
no-'significant.relaqons114p here between area and response.

Amur

I
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TABLE 19'. InORTANT'PROBLEMS BY AREA

. ROOTS S _ ON
TOTALCONOMY ENERGY C,EtiV PROS GOVT. - 6ORROPII,REFASE NOT-SURE-00 RESP04.,fioW

COL %
TOTAL 1. 2, 3.. 4. 6,: 7A: 80 9.:. 4

..AREA
- --- : - .:0-a---.7.7r1 .

0, 16 35
,

13 7 '. 1111'''': 0 ;. 12 : iS 1
8 :, 166

11.9 25.9 9.6 4 15.2 ; e..1 : 0.0 : d.9 : .24,41 I 5.9 : 11.4

9.2. 10,a 19.8 : 12.5 : 1c.,t ; ,0.0 : -- 9.4 : 16.9 1 '6,1

1.4 ,0 1.1 : 0.6 : - 2,7 1 2.4 . : 1.0 -: 2.8 1 0.7

%0 .

.... 84 . : 12C :

1. J9- : . 37 :
97 748

.20 : 2,61- : 2C.' t '22

CENTER cry : 16.a ; 26,7 ; -.5.2 : 4.9 : 3,,, 1' 2.,9. 1 11,2 : f6.0 : 13.0 : o3.3

: 68.2 ': 58.7 : 53.4 .: 66.1 : 51.0 t g1.5 : 66.1- : 6.5 : 74.0

1a.2 : 16.9 3.3 :6 3.1 ,: 2,5 1 1.9 : 7.1 :. 13.2 1 o.2

-: -------- :.-....-s-g:g : a ..: ft e:. a.:.ag a :. a)

38 11 : 23 : 10 : 4 4 1 3 : 8 :
97

SUBURBAN : 11.3 : 23.7 : 10.3 : . 4.1 : 4,1 C 3.1 : 8.2 1

21 1 13 :.

8.2

6.3 1 o.7 : 13.7 : 7.1 : 7,1 : 11.1 : 6.3 : ..68' it.' L::: !

4.9 : 1.9 : '_0.8 : 4..3 g.J I ..3 : 4.7 : , 1.8 : 1.1
,4)

:_4_._-.....:,,,-...4_6:2_- ---- 1:-.------:-...e-----t--------:-----,:t-p - ol

A, : 29 : 03 : 11 : 8 : ;', t 2 ': 23 : 21 :
13 : 202 , ,

RURAL : 146.4 : 41.1 : ,' 5.4 :- 4.0 : '' S.', t 1.0 : , 11.4 : 1'0.4. I 6.4 : 17.1

: 16.5 I 24.3, : 15.1 : 1,4:S : 21.4 -t 7.4 : 18.1 : 10.8 1 9.9 :

2.5 1 7.0 : 0.9 '1 4./ : 1,E t 4.2 : 1.9 : 4.8 1 1.; .

1 176 341
le --m-10.1

73 56 5o' 27, 127 195 131 1102:
. :--s-.- .1- - :- .. g:..-s 0 : _

COLUMN
TOTAL 14.y 2E.8 6.2 4.7 .4.1 2.3 .10.7 16.5 11.1 100.0

CHI SQUARE s 56.43948 WITH 24 OLGREES OF FPEELJOM SIOOF:csncE 2 0.0002

NUMBER OF.NISSING OBSERVATIONS 18/

. ROOTS S _ ON
TOTAL

...
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TABLE 20. DEFINITION OF BY AREA

WO*
CO6

...0.0.,

+EM;
2,

1.

CW14 :I/v

SV2w
3.

14110.

r

4.
6614A6

6.

.-

7.

CI.0 104-

70766

12Nood

% 1SriAl
6 I,' CHAN

1

1,1

--I I

I 11 I

I 7.9 t

1 9..4 I

I 8.5 I
-1 - - - 8

s 135 I

I 0.2 I

I 74.9 I

'I 11.6 ,I
.8 I

1 16 I

t 15.4 I

1 6,6 , 1

.1 1.4 I
- 1 I

1 14 1

1 '"7,7 'I

1 7.6 t

1 1.2 1

.1. ..... 8

I 19 4

8 21,1 I

1 -5,6, 8

I 6,6 I

-I t
t 9 I

I . O.O I

I 0,6 I

1 CI 1

.4 I

, 105
15.9

INC 1 C 610066 IONYAICAL TINES 6I2
wit v'SOC:66. 660 6:92 IN

2.1 3,1 60 5.1

t t I... 1

r I 2 1 tis I 0 I

..' 1 .1.6 I 92.6 I 1.0 1

' e.t t 1.7 15.1 I 1.6 t

Per 1 1.2 1 9.9 1 1.1 s

s s I I

SP ; 76 I. 626 I 12. I

I.! 3 16.5 s 41.3 I 1.7 s

61. 1 62.7 I 56.2. I 51,8 I

5.0 1 6.6 s 36.6 1 1.1 s

-1.. , s I 1

v 6 I 77 t 4 1

1,^ t 5.8 I 74,1 I 3.11 I

1.2 1 5.1 1 Oa 1 16.7 1

7.1 I 0.5 I 6.6 1 1,3 s

I I. -.4 .1..6 t

12 I 32 u 121 s 4 I

6.6 I 17.5 I 66.1 '1 -2,2 8

14.5 1 27.1 I 16.1 1 16,7,,11

1." 1 2.7 1 10.6 I 1.3 8

1

I

.
3,6

I
11 1 4' 1,,k

I
4 1

210 I 0.7 1639.1A C7 1
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0 I 1 t
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7.2 1 0.0 I 11.11 I 1,1 I

,
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03 110
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90766
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19.9'

703 f
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11,9
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15.7
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2
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TABLE 21:- PERCEPTION OF PRESENT ENVIRONMENT BY AREA

ENVNOW
COUNT t

Row X :POOR
- COL X I

e

AREA
. ' ToTAL X : 1.1 2.: 3.: 4.: 5.:

...1112.3 . li-lk-W.2:11 : a

1. 21 *t
: ... .0.: 1..

7 : 40 : 57 : 146 1

CENTER Oil* : 2.9 t 1,0 : 5.5 : 7.9 : 20,1 t

I .55.3 t 70.0 : 74.1 : 67.9 : 62,4 1

2.0 1 0.7 : 3.7 : 5:3 : 13,6 t: .. 8,-..-w-,:-8--
: t :

3. : 3 1 : 2 : 20 t

SUBURBAN : .4.2.9 1 0.0 : . -1.9 .

7.9 t ce
19.4 1

: :/ 0.3 t 0.0 .:
1.9 : 2.4 : 8,5 I.

Is-....s-s:g
0,1 : 0.2 : 1.9 1

: : s- -1
4, : ' 13 $ 3 : 10 : 23 : 58 1

RURAL : 6.3 1 1.4 : 4.8 : 1;01 : 28,0 I

34,2 .1 30,0 : 18.5 : 27".4 : 24,8 J
1.2_ r 0,3 : 0.9 : 2.1 : 5,4 1

:
- - Is .-22-s:a -. -: :, s- - ---I

3 : 2 : lip 1

2.8 t. 0,0 7.9 : 5.3 : 26,1 2

2.6 1 0,0 : 5.6 : 2.4 : 4,3 2

0,1 1 0,0 : 0.3 : 0.2 : e,9 t

.; 111".. S-6:5 : le : 1

COLUMN se 10 54 184 234
TOTAL 3.5 0,9 5.0 7.8 21,e

CHI SQUARE 49.76756 WITH 24 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE

NUMSER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS 295

6.:
r

:

108 : 128
14.8 : 17.6
65.9 : 67.0
10.1 : 11.9

.

17 : 17
16.5 : 16.5
10.4 : 8,9
1.6 : Ara,

. -9
32 : 37

15.5 : 17.9
19.5 : 19.4
3.0 : 3.4

:.

7 : 9

18.4 : 23.7
4.3 : 4,7
0.7 : 0,8

: it-

164 1,1
15.3' 17,8

A 0.1015 .

EXCELLEN
T

lit 8.1, 9.1

Is-s-- *I
1 144 I 75 :

i .

: 19.8 t 10.3 .

: 72.7 1 74.3 :

: 13.4 1 7.0
-8:. ii- s:

Cot 28 t 15 :

1 27.2 1 14.6 :

: 14.1 1 14.9 :

: 2.6 1 (1.4 :

1:. g- -42- :

: 23 1 8 :

: 11.1 1
3.9

1

: 11.6 1 7.9 :

t 2.1 1 0,7 1

ale-. -el
: 3 2 -... 3
2 7.9 t 7,9 :

1 1.5 : 3,0 :

t 0.3 t 0.3
81.-s -61 :

198 101
18.4 9.10

TOTAL

726
67.6

103
9.6

0

207

19.3

38
3.5

1074
100.0
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TABLE 22. PERCEPTIOW OF FUTURE ENVIRONMENT BY-AREA

MM.

ENv5F ,

COUNT : ,

0003$ q,00e
COL X :

TOTAL % I.:- 2,: 3.: 4.: 5.1 6.:
AREA .....2.2-.' . '. 15...... - :3 : . -2 --- 1

CENTER CITg : 0.5 1 7,5 : 9.6 .

'23.13,, : 12,3 1 '9.3 .:

56 :1, : 53 2 47 : 60 50, : 77 1

60.2 t 69.1 : 64.5 : 63:3 : 64.7 °I 68.2 *::

.

: , 5.7. : 5.., .0 6.4 5.4 : 0.3 1 6.2 ::

3. : 51 I t : 4 .: 7 : 15 I 14 :-

SUBURBAN : 5.8 : 2.j : .4.7 8.1 : 17,4 1 16.3 :

>
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: 0.5 t 0.2 : 0.4 0.8 : 1.6 I 1.5 :

: :6-..-2 _: : . :

19 I 12

.. -- 1 :

4, : 25 2 16 23 2 16 :

lip RURAL I' 2 13.6 1 8.7 : 12.5 : 8.7 19,3 1 6.5 :

:

21.4 1 23.5 : 2429 : 20.3 : 16,2 2 14.1 :

1,7 /A& 1.7 : 2.5 : 1.7 : 2.0 1 '1.3 :

I
.: tp.--2-212 : - . .1 :

66, : 5 1 3 : 6 2

: ..
: - 8 1 , , 1 :

19.1 1 8.6 17.1 : 17.1 : 22,9 1 2.9 ::

../5.7 s 4,4 : 6.5 : 7.6 : 6.7 I 1.2 :

: 0,5 1 %,3 0.6 : 9;6 : 1,9 I 0.1 :

.; is-. ...a:a 1 : '--t I

.COLUMN 80 . 68 93 - 79 119- 05
TOTAL 9.5 .7.3 10.0 8.5 12,8 9.1 12.1 17.9 12,1 1111.9

CHIMARE

EXCELLEN TNWAL
T

41.7,2 6,1
'1

12.6 : 18.2 1 14.1 : 67.2
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TABLE 23. CONTRIBUTORS :TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMt BY AREA
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1 4 1 1 I 17 1 6 1 5 1 '2 1 2 1 1 1

1 4,3 I 2,1 I 35.4 . I '13 ,I 11,4 ; 4,2 1 Sof 1 2,1 ;

I 4,3 I 7.7 I -44.5 I :4 I 4,5 1 4.4, I 0,11

I

6,7 I

I 4.3 I 7.1 i 1\2 1 1-4 I t.4 ; 1.1 I 10 I 2,1 (

-I I I I
J.. -, I....-. _I

i

1 2 r 7 1 9 1 '11 1 9 1 , 11 , I 1 2 1

-"I
I 4.2 1 .4 1 2.0 1 10 I 00 I 50 I 110 I 10 I

I 0,0 1 0.2 I c.2 I S 1 I.1 ; 1.1 I Ogg ; 0.2 I

I 4.1 I 1 , p I 3.8 I 1,0 1 1,1 I 0.1 I 1,11 I 20 I

-1 1 I I i I I I ;

C:i.uss. 92 143 '443 379 its 49
0 :,..A. 6,7 12.4 32,4 1212 1.1 1,3

C.4; SlARE 8 66,29199 4170g 45 ^1O4tES Or r4ECOON 11141r1O4met 1,1141--

5a

34 15
k,s 1.1

40 'WO
NSE

9,

4

8.1
10
1.1

5

8.6
62.6
0,4

8.1
1

6.8

1.1
...

3

1,3
37,5
8,2

2

41,1
0,1
8'0

-,--

1

110
1.1
1.1

1 312

8,6 22.1

26.6
12.6
2.6

03
22.1
61,6
13,4

16

12,6
4,6
1.1

53
22,4
12.9
3.9

11
29.1

1.4

1

111.1
8.7
1.1

-

at

'Ow
TOTAL

142
11.4

132.
61,1

234
17.1

2

1.1

1369
111.1



TABLE 24. LIFE STYLES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS. BY AREA

V

441400; tt

43 % 1 '15 '3 207w 14° 91240 10w

:06 % 1
WSE toll,

'^'66 % 1 . 6,1 3.1 2,1 3,1 4,1 50 411

44E4' 1 iI 1 -
.1 i i i ; 1

2, 1 2 1 99 1 24 1 4 1 8 1 a I 18 i 142

4,2 i 69.7 1 16.9 i 6.3 1 2,1 1 ,2,1 I 7,2 1 19.4

0,P 1 11,7 1 12,7
-11

O i 9.9 1 7,9 i

: ; :

C
4.2 1 7.2 1 1.1 1, 11,1 11,7 1

41 1 1 1 1

,rf.,_,..0v11

1 1

li 3 1 561 i 129 i 49 i 2 i i 1 16 1 112

:WE/ V,' 1 ..6 I 67,6 1 13.3 : 5.9 I 1,2 i 0.1 1 19.3 I 611,6

..
. .

1 54,3 t 61,9 1 57,6% : 56,3'' 1 111,1 1 0.0 lip 67,7 I

I 2.4 1 41.1 I 9.4 I 3.e I 4(.1 1 1.1 1 6,3 1

.1. .1.4 1 L : I I .1 1

31 J I i 71 1 15 1 16 "1 6 1 6 1 7 1, ill

542u4E1e. i. 1.1 t 66.6 i 13,5
t

16,2. 1 9.6 ; 0,1 ; 6,3 ; 6,1

1 .6.6 1 7,7, 1 6.7 I 21,7 1 2.6 1 2,.1 1 5,5 1

1 4.2 I 012 1 1,1 1 1.3 t I,O 1 0.6 1 11,5 1

.1 1- , :1 I. 1 .1 1
.

4, 1 1 1 15P 1 49 C 11 1 0 1 1 1 22 14W 234

°041. 1 6,4 ;1 64,1' 1 22,9 I 4,7 1 CO ; 0,4 4 9.4 I 17.1

1 26,7 1 11,3 1 21,9 : 12,6 1..._ 2,1 ; 160.1 1 17,3 1

f 6.1 1 11,11 I 3,6' i 11,8 1 1,11* 1 9.1 A 146' 1

.1 1 -- 1 1
I... F., ..1.11T. r--.1,/,Tri

6, 1 II 1 32 1 7 1 6 I 1 1 II 1 2 1 61

1 6.1 1 61.2 1 14,6 , 1,0 1 ,11 1 04 1 412 1 3.5

I 2,6 I 6,2 I 3,, I S,S I .11 1 ,r.s 1 1,6 1

1 6.9 I 2.6 I 0.5 r 0.0 1 CI Al /11.9 , Oil 1

.1 I I ,- . -I I,' - ...8 1

7, 1 a I 7 1 I I 6 1 I 1 1 I 1 2

i 0.1 1 1110.,2 1 1,11 1 210 1' 1,11 4 6.6 1 20 1 11.1

1 4.1 I 6.2 1 1.r 1 co I 1,1 1 0.9 1 Pie 1

- 1 - 04 1 P,1 .1 9.9 1 6.6 1 I. .1- 11.11 i POI 1

.1- - I t I
.1.....- .8.... .. .1 1

C06014 6 922 226 67 2 1 127 1366

r70k4
70766 0,6 67,3 16.4 6,4 1/4,1 0.1 043 1011,1

.2'
/

,C141 51661E 6 .40,52614 411701 30 ttG92(1 or 'shoos ,X2,01,126wee s p.stise
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TABLE 25. ALLOC/ATION OF,MONEY TO AUTO EXHAUST BY AREA

COUNT
ROM
COL

TOTAL
AREA ....ales

CENTER CITY /
/

lk 3,
SUBURBAN

4,

6,

7,

COLUMN
TOTAL

CHI MARE 23.38509 WITH 12 OEGIIEES-UF FREEDOM 5101NIFICANoE : 0.0246

NUMBER OF MISSING OaSERVATION$ ti 142

/

A OEX
is

X;: 1-19 20-49,
Xi

ii

0.1 1,:- 2.:
le .4, im-cs-,--.1- .

373 : 64 : 280 :

44.8 1 19.1 : 4.7 .:
70.8 t 55,3 : 69.1 :

30.4 s 6,8 : 22.8 :

:op .. s-mi:e - :

42 : 18 : 39 :

.

37.8 : 16:2 , :- 35.1 :

8.0 : 11.8 t 9.6 :

3.4.
: 1.5 : 3.2 ;

:- ... :11-.. -a-s:a :

: 88 s 41 : 78 :

37.6 : 17.5 : 33.3 :

16.7 : 27,0 1 19.3 :

7.2 : 3.3 : 6.4 :

:---..---ta-..-6-6:6 :

: 22 : 9 : 8
4.9 : 15.5 : 16.7 :

4.2 1 5.9 : 2.0 :

1.8 : 0.7 : 0.7 :

---.----:.........-s:.
2 t 0 : 0 :

100.0 1 0.0 : 0.0 :

0.4 1 8.8 : 0.0 :

0.2 s 0.0 : 0.0 :

:a.... 8-0:8
.

527 12 405
43.0 12.4 33.0

50.

' '3-.:
.

95 :

11.4
66.4 1

7.7 :

. ' :

12 :

10.8 :

8.4 :

1.0 :

. .

27

11.5 :

18.9
2.2 :

:

9 .
.

.18.8 .

6.3 .

0.7 .

8
.0.0 .

0.0 .

.0.0 .

.

143
11.7 .

ACH
TOTAL

832
67,d-

111
9: re

23A

19.1

46
2.9

2

0.2

1227
100.P

I

52



TABLE 26. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO WATER POLLUTION BY AREA

cNTH20

COUNT :

Row x :# 1-19 20-49
COL % :

TOTAL X : 9
AREA ...... :

1. 11:
is...e-4-6:41

,0+

2.:
: . 1:

89

RCW
TOTAL

1, : 307 : 72 3 311 : 142 : 832
CENTER CITy : 36.9 4 8.7 : 37.4 , : 17.1 : 67.8

.

70.3 1 58.1_2 67.0
25.0 1 3;9 -"P. 25.3

: 70.3
: 11.6

:

:

3, .

.411:41

7 : 50
:

: -21
:

: 111
SUBURBAN : 29.7 : 6,3. 45,,0 : 18.9 : 9,P

7.6 : 5.6 : 19%8 % 10.4 :

2.7 s 0.6 ': : 1t7 :.4.1
.:---.----1....6_s_.:. -, . :

4, r 73 : 39 : 92 30 4: 234
RURAL : 31.2 1 16.7 : 39.3 : 12.8 : 19.1

16.7 y, 31.5 : : 14.9 :.19.8
5.9 : 3.2 : 7.5 : 2.4 :

:-.....-..--1.....-...:11 - a : :

6, .. 24 s 4 : 11 . 7 : 48

50.0 1 12.5 : _22.9 14.6- : 3.9
5.5 : 4.8 : 4742.4 i: 3.5 :

2.0 1 9.5' : 0.9 : a- 0.6 :

:_-_........1...._6_40. -
: :

, 7, : 0 1 9 : P 2 : 2

0.ff 1 0.0 : 0.0 ! 100.0 : 0.4

0.0 ; co : 0.0 : 1.0
. 0.0 1 0.9 0.8 : 2.2 :

1s..-4-6:6-, . -

COLUMN 437 124 464 202 122/
TOTAL 35.6 .19.1 37.8 16.5 109,e

CHI SQUARE S. 36.3,796 WITH 12 DEGREEb OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS:

2 0.00103
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TABLE "27. ALLOCATION OF'; MONEY TO NOISE POLLUTION-BY AREA

RNOISE
COUNT :,

*

Row li-:0 1-19 20-49 50.
, COL % 1 .

RCM
TOTAL

TOTAL % ': 8.: 1,: 2.: . 3.:, -

AREA ...4014__:---...;.- 111_....s-s;, : .. 4 :

11 495' i 163 : 149, : 25- : 832

CENTER CITY : 59.5 : 19.6 : 17.9' : 3,0 : 67,8
71.1 : 65.2 : 62.3 : 59.5
40.3 : 13.3 1- 12.1 : 2.0is :s '

3, : 61 : 25 -: 20 : 5 : 111

SUBURBAN : 55.0 : 22.5 : 18.0 : 4.5 : 9.i;

. 8.8 : 10.0 8.4 : 43.9 :

a ,. 5.0
: 2.0 : 1.6 : 0.4

: :414......e...,:s : :
_

4, : 112 1 56 : 60. 6 : 234

RURAL : 47.9 : 23.9 : 25.6 : 2.6
16.1 1 22.4 :

9.1 : 4.6 :

k5.1 :

4.9 :

14.3 :

0.5

,19,1

-:-.. ----- .:6--.1-8-41:s

6, : 26 : 6 : 10 : 6 : 4b

: 54.2 1 12.5 :

3.7 4 2.4 :

20.8 :

4.2 :

12.5 :

14.3
3,9,

----r 2.1 2 0,5 : 0.8 : 0.5 :

: :4 4-18-4,:s
. .

7, : 2 i 0 : 0 : 0 : 2

: 1-80,0 : 0,0 : 0.0 : 0.0 , 2,2
-: 0.3 1 0,0 : 0.0 : .0.0

0.2 --: 0.0 -: 0.0 : 0.0
: . 1....--:a : -

COLUMN 696 250 239 42 1227

TOTAL 56.7 20.4 19.5 3.4 10¢,0

-CHI SQUARE 28.06756 NITM 12 DECREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE 2 '1.0054.

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS 142

54



f

by

TABLE 28. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO ?RASH POLLUTION BY AREA

,

. a
TS

a
A .

IIP
COUNT,:
ROW :13 1-19 .,20-49 501+ RCN

COL % ''TOTAL.f
TOTAL % 0.: 1,4 2.: -3.:

.

AREA li.....11 : :s- . - v-s:`: : r

CENTER CITY
1, -: 4s322 285 : 117 : 832

. : 72.2 : 66.3* : 64.8 : 65.74
: 8.7- : 3.0NA: .34.3 :. 14.1 ..: 67.6 ,

%

.k3.2. 26.2 ; 8.8 : 9.S :

-:..-...,'..---:....-6-11:6 : .

-3, : 32 : 15- : 46 ': 18

0 SUBURBAN
: 28..210 il 13.5

RURAL

:- 't 9.2 : 1005 : 10.1
''. 4010 : l',2 , 3.7' : 1.5

6, -:--"7674:t:74-37-2:111 96 : 37
P. ! : ..,

27.4 ; .15.0 : 41.0 : 15.8
14. : 22.7 : e1.8 I 20:8
5 2 : 3.0 474 A: .

r . -. .___:,...._,_,:4_-___t__:-. ------

26 -,: 3 ::- 4, .6

54.2 ; 6,3 : 27.1 12.5
5.8 : 1,8 : 3.0 : ,3.4
2.1 : 0n2 . 1.1 : 0.5

--.....,---1,...-.-1,16 _ C.
12..._.:4,/ 2 :

100.0 : 0.0 ': 0.0 :. 0.0
0 2, 0 : ', 0

IIP : 0.4 i 0.0 : 041 : 0.8
. : -0.2 1 0.0 : 070 : 8.8'

-:---.--7-:,-..-6-6.:11 : .

1711

3

:, 234
: 19.1
:

4P

:

: . 46(
: 3'.9

t

: ":

: 2

: e-,2

:

COLUMN 446,... 163 440 178 1227 p

. TOTAL , 36.3 , 13.3 , 35.9 14.5 100,4-`'

.." 4
CHI SQUARE 23461a,i4ITM, 120EGAEb OF FREED SIGNIFIC*41.4CE 44' a.0206

NUMBER OF miSS144 aptivATIoNs a 142



TABLE 29. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO RECREATION BY AREA

INEWREC ,

COUNT
Row %":0 1-19' 20-49 50 Pc",

GOL % : TOTAL
TOTAL % 0.: 1,: 2.: 3

AREA swum '.: :11 -s-r:41 : :
.

1. : 248 : 102 : 263 N 219 : 832
CENTER., CITY F--29.8 : 12.3 : 31.6- : 26.3 : 67,8

: 74.0 : 72.3 : 61.3 : 68a
20.2 : 8.3 : 21.4 : 17.8

:P 41:15 :

3, 24 : 9 : .57 : 21 r 111
SUBURBAN : 21.6 : 8.1 : 51.4 : 18.9 : 9.e

. 7.2 4 6.4 : 13.3 : 0.5

. .2.0 : 0.7 : 4.6 : 1.7 .

- 4, : 49 : 28 : 94 : 63 :-' 234.-.

RURAL : 20.9 : .0 : 40.2 : 26.9 19.1
:.,14.0 1 .9 : 21.9 : 19.6 .

,

-f

. : 7.7 : ,5.1:. 4,0 :

0. ; 12 1 ? : 15 : 19 4e,

25.0 : 4.2 : 31.3 : 39.6 3.9
3.6 : 1.4 : 3.5 : 1 5.9
1.0 : 0.2 : 1.2 : 1.5

...:. ---- i.2:,.....-s-s:.--

7, : 0 : 0 0 : 2

100.; : 0.d : 0.0 :4' 0.0 : e.2.
: ,N0.0 : ,0.0 : 0.0 ,7. 6:0

.0.2 : 0.0 : O. 0:0
.: ..... -...ii............._ .:

URN 335
4 ifi 429 322 'Ib 1227

°TA', 27.3 ' 11.5 35.0 26.2 iplog.ii
.

c4j SOU 34.70510 WITH 12 OttREES OF FRgEDOm Sj644F1CANCE

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS.' " J42
, t

.5,G

0.0005



TABLE 30. KNOWLEDGE OF.GOVERNNENTAL ENYIRONMENTALJAENCIES BY AREA

4

AREA
COUNT ::

CENTER ...'. SugURBAN 4,044
COL X :ITY

TOTAL % : 1.: 4.:

x46AGN . to 's

1. : 2u6 : 28 : 49

YES-IDENTIFY : 69.6 : ,2.5 : 16.6
24:8 : 29:2 : if.%

-16.8 : 1.3 : A.0
:111 41.1.-6-6:.

2. 241 1 ,45 .

YES CAN'T r0
62

: 68.3 : 9,9 ' : .7.6
.. 29.1 I 31.6 c6.5

19.7 : .9 5.1

3.

-.-- ...... :.-.. -4,-.:,
1 34 v731'

%0 67.4 : 7,2 : 20.6
3b.2 : 34,6 : 41.5

: 2'.9 : 2.6 : 7.9

:10 .--6:4
4, 56 1 13 : 23

hoi SURE 64.9 14,1
:

: 5,0d
4 *A 11.7 9.8

4.6 i 1.1 . 1.9

7, 1

:6 o-s-6:.
0 0

lad.* : 2,0 : 0.0

G.I : 4.0 2.0

0.1 : 8.8 : 4.2

9, 6 1 1 1-

hO RESPONSE 66.7 : 6.3 : e5.0
1.8 : 4.9 : 1.3
0.7 : 0.1 : 0.2

: IV ..-s-:11
COLUMN 629 111 2i4

TOT*. 67.7 9.1 .9.1

C.41.- SOL,APE 17.56601 4I'm 2J OLGNEE OF

A.:

: 13
: 4.4
: 27.1
: 1.1
:

.:' 15
: 4.2
1 31.3
: 1.2
: .

: 26
: 4.3
: 41.7
: 1.6
:

: a

: csa
0.*

: 0.0

4
; 0.2

/.0
p..-6

: 4

: 0.2
: C.
: J.4
.

45
3.9

FNEED4

.: 7..

7.1
.. .

: . I

: 2.. I

: C.e 1

: 9.. 1

:

: ?..' :I

: 0.. :

: 7,. 3

: ...

2

-:

. 0,4 :

: 14g 0. i

: ,;.... :

....s-..---1
; 1

: 2,, i

e I
: 00 1

I.

: 1

v.. I

:. .r. i

: 7, i

:
, t

: ,. 1

: ,. :

: I,

' .. . -I

,

,.<

SIGN!:

p

RON
TOTAL

4'2241

--

2:1

381

92

7.5
-_-

0.1
1

.

.2

' 1.0

:V4.21:.6'159

ti

NUMBER or pisSIN; oaickvAllonS 00

R --
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TABLE 31. KNOWLEDGE oF,Ovic ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY AREA
, .

.

- CIVIC
tot qr.

Row % :yE5710 YES; CAN' NG NOT SURE J) RESPO ROW
.,cdi i : I ID NSF. TOTAL

TOTAL X
AREA

0..,.

,

1,

CENTER CITY

.

SUBURBAN

RuRAL

3.

4

COLUMN
TOIAL

1.:
: ....., r:

: Or!:
)'31.4 1

10.5 ....

3.3. !'

: .

281 s
.

: 3,3.9 :

67.2 :,

.): 21.4 1

: :

430 :

27.0 :

7.2 :

2.3'
,

63
26.9

15.1 :

4.8 :

418
,

31.6

2.
;

2,7 :

20.7
7.6 :

2.2 t

:

233 ':
?28,1 ,:

608
17,7 :

c.: :

43 :

38.7 :

14.,2 :

3.3 :

76
33.3
28.4 :

5,9 :

383
29.1

59
42:1
15.2
4.5

237
28,6
61.1
19.0

24

21.6
6.2
1.8

6.8

29.1
.17.5

5.2

388
29.5

3.
:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

-..

: '

:

:

:

:

:

4,:

:

7

5.0
6. Z

0,5

.

8.8 s

64.6
5,6

.

14

12,6
12.4
1.t I

r

19
8.1

1,4

113
-8.6

9.1
. :

1 : 140
0,7 1 10,7
8,3 :

0.1 i

5 1 '829
0,6 : 63.1

41,7 I

0,4 1

.
1

0, t 111
0,0 t 8,4
0,0 1

o 0 1

1

: 234

2'1' 1 17,8
50,0 I

0,5 1

12 1314
0.9 .100.0

CHI STARE' 35.71190 WITW 12 DEGREES_ OF FREEDOM SIGN(FiCANCE = 0.01301

'NUM6ER OF Mit'SIMG OBSERVATIONS = 55

f5b



TABLE 32. MEMBERSHIP IN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP BY AREA

*-
Cr,

mEHOPG
..

COUNI
Row % :YES NC
COL % :

TOTAL. % : i.:
AREA : i

.0, 15 :

: 10.7 :/ r 11.5
1.1 :

;

:.i. 682
CENTE; CIIY . v.4 f

:

,.. 1 :

\3. : 15
/1-LI494N .1 :3,5SUB .

11.5
:4

.

....1

4, ; 16
Ry1t41. r 7.7 :'

14.8 :

l 1.4 .

1

'COLUm.14 130-
TOTAL 9.9

7.16933 WITH

:

NO P65,3 '~ Row
-1 NSE TOTAL
i.; 3,: 9,1

; :- I ._
125 : 0 : 0 i 140

89,3. : 0.e t 0.0 i 12,7
12,7 0.0 0.0 .

9.5 : 0.0 0. --,
,

73. ::

1 _ J :

3 : 7. 1 82e
88.9 : 0.4 4.F4 . 63,1
62,8 : 100.0 m7.5 t

56.1 0:2 . 2.5 ,

:

96 . 0 0 : iii
96.5 0.0-. 0.0 . e.,5

.8.2 ; 0.0 Bp?: .

7,3 . 0.0 : c.il :

215 : .0 . 1 234

91.9 : 0.0 0,4 I 17,8
18.3 1 0.0 . 12.5 t

:6,4 ; 0.2 : 0.1 i

1 : i

1172 3 1313
b9.3 2.2 0.6 1[1 ,0

9 DEGREES OF FREE('On SIGNIFICANcE

NumIng OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS w 56

4

0,6195
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TABLE 33. CONTACTS WITH PUIlLIC OFFICIALS BY AREA

4

CONTOFF
COUNT

TOTAL

:
_

,T -

Rpw % :YES-CALL YESeWROT YES-VISI YES -CAL YES-ictOT NO NO"RESRO ROW

COL % : OFF E OFF T CFF .L. ;4P z L No:

?CAL % : '1.1 /, 3.; '4.: 5.1 7.: 8,: ._ 9.1

AREA :5.... 9 5: : . a : wip...11` I : 5:8-3----1gia'aY!s
1. 81' 1 48 17 -5 6 i 060 2

CEN7ER CITY : 9.8. : 5.8 : 2.0 : ,0e6 : 2,7 1 79.5 : 0.2 : 11,3

i

6173.8.

: : : : : :

71.7 : 64.9 : 77.3 : 83.3 : 62,1. i 67.0 l': 100.0 , -84,6 1

6,6 : 3.9 : 1.4. : 0:4 : 7, s 53.9 : 0.2 : 0.9 :

8 : 2 0 : e : 89 : 0 :

_-5
0 : 111/

SU6uA2

: : a::.--m-s-45:41--

v4
13# : "12 :

: 10.8 : 7,2 : 0.2 : 0.0 : 1,d : 80.'2 0.0 : 0.Z : 9.1

10.6 : Iva : 0.0 : 0.0' : 22,? i 9.0 : 0.0 : :.0 I
*-_,

1.4 : 0.7 : 10,0 o.0 : 2,e 1 7.3 : 0.0 : '0.1 :

T
..: -, :f.-..-11-%:45- : -- -+ = : -- - :- -: . ,:.-.=,--.1

17 : 18 .:. 4 : 1 : 0 : 2 4 2e*
;,uk4., : 7,3 : 7,7 r 1.7 : 0.4 : 2.,f, ; 81.2 ;

15.o : 24.3 : 18.2 : 16.7 : 22./ 1 10.3
1.4 : 1.5 : 0.3 : v.1' : 2.2 : 1j.5

:w-ww s-e:g- : :. 9 . f..

6, 3 :
0 : 1, : 0 : , .1 44

48.3 : 0.0 : 2,/ i 91

0.0 : 0,9 S 19.1
U.0 : 15.4
0.11 c.2

0 k. I 48

7 0.0 : 0.0 : 3.9

2.7 -: 0,0 : 4,5 0.0 P..' 1 4. 0.0 : c.0 1
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SECTION

ETHNICITY AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Most existing knowledge concerning American attitudes toward the

vironmeni is based on surveys done of Anglo-Americans. One of the more in-

teresting facets of our study was the bi-ethnic nature of the inquiry. We

used both a Spanish and Engliih survey instrument with approximately 18%
of the sample interviews conducted in Spanish.

The section examines the responses to the survey.stratified in terms.of

ethnicity.

When he respondents were asked
1

to rank the public problems they consid-

ered t important, economic problems and crime/violence were ranked as the

mos important. Anglos identified the state of the economy as most important

whi Mexican-Americans rated crime and violence as most impOrtant (see Table
34)A Concern for the environment and energy shortages were ranked low, sev-
enthland fifth respectively for Anglos and Mexican-Americans. With the excep-

tionV the slight reversal at the top from the two ethnic samples, the rank-
ings were very 'cons'istent as was the relative saliency of the issue areas.

For example, the number one rated problem scale score for Anglos is approxi-

mately 42% of the total possible score, while the scale scores for the Mexi-

can-American number one rated problem is appr;oximately 44%. Her& there is ..

virtually no difference in environmental c5erns between the Anglo and Mexi-

cans-American samples.

It is also important to know if different ethnic groups perceive the en-

vironment in different ways. We asked each respondent to tell us in their

own words what the word "environment" meant. There was no significant ethnic

diffetence in the way most respondents perceived the environment (see Table

35). ixty-five and a half percent,of the Anglos defined the environment in

both physical and social ,terms, while 63.3% of the Mexican-Americans did so.

The only other significant bloc*occured when almost one fourth of the Mexican-

Americans had no definition (this conceiveably may have resulted from a lang-

uage problem; there is nbt an exact Spanish translation for the term "environ-

ment").

We were interested also in the perception that the respondents had con-
cerning the future of the environment. We asked our sample to rate the curs

rent conditions of the environment on an ascending scale of 1 to 9. Then we

asked them to think about the environment five years from now and rate what

they thought it would be on the same scale. One to three would be below aver-

age, four through six average, and seven through nine, above average.

Our data indicates a significant relationship between the perception ,
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that respondents have of present and future environmental conditions and eth-

nicity. Table 36 shows that about twice as many Mexican- Americans as Anglos

believe the present environment is in below average condition. At the other

end of the scale, 57.7% of-the Anglos believe environmental conditions are
above average, while less than a third of-the Mexican-Americans perceive the

environment in such positive terms.

- When we look at theperception respondents have of future environmental,

conditions, again there is a significant relationship based on ethnicity.
The number of Mexican-Americans who see the future environment as below aVET.c

age have almost tripled as has the number of Anglos (see Table 37). Anglos

continue to be more optimistic than'Mexican-Americans. (48.7% see future con-

ditions as above average while 36.3% of the,Mexican-American respondents

agree), but the percentage has decreased from the perceptions of present en-

vironmental conditions.

Generally, then, Mexican-Americans perceive the environment to be in

worse shape than Anglos, both now and five years hence.

Anglos and Mexican-Americans differed also when identifying the major

contributors to the area's environmental problems. By far, the largest con-

tributor singled out was the category for "individuals." ,Thirty-five point

two percent of the Mexican-Americans and 34.4% of the Anglos identified indi-

viduals as the major source of environmental trouble (see Table 38). Govern-

ment and industry were seen as the next worse offenders with 11.1% and 18.1%

of the Anglo and Mexican-American respondents respectively identifying govern-

ment'and 12.9% and 8.7% identifying industry. Anglos also viewed traffic as a

more serious contributor than Mexican-Americans.

One of-the most important questions asked by the survey concerns the

amount of money respondents are willing to spend on specific areas of en-

vironmental improvement.' We gave each respondent a hypothetical $100 and ,

asked 116w they would divide the money between five general environmental

areas; auto exhaust pollution, water pollution, noise waste disposal and

recreational facilities. We placed respondent allocations into four cate-

gories: $0, $1-19, $20-49, and $50 plus.

Tables 39 through 43 include our findings in this area. We find no

significant relationship between allocation of money and ethnicity in the

problem areas of auto exhaust (39), noise (41), and,trash (42). We do find t

significant relationship when we. look at water pollution (40) and develop-

ment of recreational areas (43). Almost 20% of the Anglo respondents would ?
be willing to allocate $50 or more to the problem of water pollution while

13.6% of the Mexican-Americans would do likewise. Over one-third of each

group would spend nothing. Recreation appears to invite more participation

than any.other area. Only 23.2% of the Mexican - American, respondents and

31.2% of the Anglo .respondents (the lowest figures for any of the five prob-

lem areas) would contribute nothing to this issue. Mexican-American respond-

. ents are willing to allocate larger portions of their $100 than Anglos, but

here, too, Anglos are willing to contribute more than to the other areas.

Both groups Seemed least concerned with the issue of noise.

We asked the respondents if they believed American's life style was

contributing to our environmental problems. We found a significant, though

slight, difference based on ethnicity. Table 44 shows that 69.6% of the
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Anglo respondents said yes and 64:2% pf the Mexican-American respondents said
yes. 'This seems to support the data displayed ian Table 38 (see above,.p. 49)
where individuals, rather than institutions, were singled out as contributing ,

to much of our environmental difficulties.
. ' \

In the general area of citizen knowledge-and activism concerning the en-.

\tironment we again found significant relationships 4ased on ethnicity. We tri- e7
-.. ed firsk to ascertain the state of familiarity the respondents had with the
.various public and private organizations that address environmental concerns.

We asked /if they'knew of government organizations relating to the en-
vironment. Table 45 indicates that 39.2% of the Anglos responding did know
of environment- oriented organizations as contrasted with 40% of the Mexican-
American respohdents. The number of respondents, however, who actually could
identify the organizations Was very low. eighty-six Anglos identified the
EPA while only four Mexican-Americans cited the agency., A local public ser-
vice organization, COPS (Communi Organized for Public Service, a group
organized around Alinsky principle ) had the widest recognition with 88 An- 'AL.-
glos and 43 Mexican-Americans namin them.

When we asked about knowledge of local civic organization; with environ-
mental'concerns, the differences based on ethnicity were not as marked as
with the knowledge of government organization Table 46 shows that 63.$(%

of the Anglo respondents and 54.7% of the Mexi n American respondents were

aware of such organizations. A , the number of respondents who could
identify specificallit the organization was very smell. Thirty-eight Anglos
identified both COPS and the San Antonio Conservation Society; twenty-eight
Mexican-Americans cited COPS.

We asked If respondertts were members of these organizations. Only 11.7%

of the Anglo respondents and 6.9% of the Mexican-American respondents held
membership in am organiiation with environmental concerns (see Table 47).
In other words about twice as many Angl6S as Mexlcan-Americans belong to an
organization which addresses environmental problems, but an overwhelming
number of each group belongs to no such organization. Of these respondents
who did belong tb organizations, 14 Anglos were members of the SA Conserva-
tion Society and 10 Mexican-Americans were members of COPS. ,

Membership'is, of course, only one measure of citizen activism. One of
the most common ways'people get,involved in government is by contacting public
officials or the media t000ffer viewpoints concerning public problems. Table
48 indicates that there is a significant relationship between ethnicity and
respondents who contact public.officiap and the media. Eighty-five point
seven percent of the Mexican-American.respondenp had made no such contac
contrasted with 77.6% of the Anglo'respondents. Of those respondents that ad

made some contact, 9.8% of the Anglos and 7.7% of the Mexican-Americans did
so by phoning a public official. Six point six percent of the-Anglos had
written public.offiCials, but only 3.7% of the Mexican-Americans had done so.

Finally, we asked respondents if they had ever attended a meeting or
rally which focused on environmental problems. There was no significant re-
Tationship,betweenattendance and ethnicity. Eighty `seven point two percent'

of the Anglo respondents and 83.7% of the Mexican-American respondents- had
neverattended any meeting with an environmental orientation.

1
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TABLE 34.MO§T IMPORTANT PROBLEMS BY ETHNIC GROUP

I

PROBLEM
ETHNIC

Anglo

(N=548)

GROUP.(Rahk)
Mexican- rican

.(N=38 )

State of the Econfirly 1156 (1) 581 (3)

Crime and Violente 1088 (2) 864 (-1)

Unemployment 734 (3) 696 (2)

Drug Abuses' 502 (4) 481 (4)

Energy Shortages 500 (5) 372 (5)

Governmental Corruption 476 '(6) 263 (6)

Environmental Problems 216 (7) 104 (7)

Racial.-RelatiOns 148 (8) 75 (8)

Scale Scores were controlled on a 5-3-1 basis: 5'points for most
important; 3, second most important; 1, thud most important.

51

64



f

)
TABLE 35. DEFINITION OF ENVIRONMENT BY ETHNICITY

ETHN(CITY' 1.

Anglo Mexican-American

Physical-

Characteristics

NOghborhood
acteristics

Soci 1

Ghar cteristics

Physical & Social

Characteristics

Times We Live In

No Idea

73 (16.6).

25 '(5.7)

31 *(7.-1)

0

262 (59-7)

9 (2.1)"

39 (8.9)

39. (7.9)

33 (6.7)

56 (11.4)

231 (47.0)

6 (1.2)

125 (15.5)

TOTAL 439 490

I
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TABLE 36. PERCEPTION OF 'PRESENT ENVIRONMENT BY ETHNIC.ITY

.
COUNT
ROW X :POOR
COL :

ENVNOtt

4

,

EXCELLEN ROW
T TOTAL

TriL X I , 1-.1 . 2,: 3.: , 4.: 5.: 6.: 70 80 9.:'
ETHNIC -41-1tes--:-------: -----.-8:5 : : I s .:- . =A- 6

'. . . : 8 1 2 : 42 : 60 : 140 t 112 : 142 1 164 I 84 * - 754
,:0- ANGLO, : 1,14 : 8,3 : 5.6 : 8.0 : 13,6 1 14.9 : 18.8 1 21.8 I 11.1 63.7

' . . ,

:

.

:

21,1 :

. 0,7 :

28,0 :

0.2 :

67.7
3.6

:

:

66,7
5.1

:

I

54,5 I

11,8 i

64.7
9.5

: 67,9
:

4
1

71%9
13,9

1

1

'72.4
7,1. . to wo-g-,gt* :

: ",..-....-4.1

,12,8
: gt - el..

-26 . 30 :- * : 2J : 30 : 117: : 61 : , 67 : 64 I 32 429
REA-AMERICAN : 7,0 t 1.9 : 47 : 7.0 : 27,3 ivI.4,2 : 15.6 : , 14.9 I 7.5 's 36.3

70.9 80.4 :. 32.3 : 33.3 : .45,5 1 '53.3 : 32.1 : 28.1 I 2r
2. : 0,7 : .,1.7 : 2.5 : 9,9 : 5.2 : 5.7 : 5.4 I .7

`COLuwi
tetw.-11-318- vt -

8 8 . C:o . -31'
38 1" 62 . 90 257 173 289 228 116 1183

TOTA6 Y.2- 0,8 5.2 7 16 21,7 14..6 19.3'

.

9.8 100.0
..*

CHI SOLAR( 2 60.60889 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE =
.

0.000:7'7
- .

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS 186

1.'
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TABLt 37. PVCEPTJON'OF FUTURE ENVIRONMENT BY ETHNICITY.

ENV5F
COUNT
Wilt* % :POOR

; COL % 'T

TOTAL %.; i.,: 2.: . 3.: 4.: .5.1 6.:

E4lNIC 3 -: ..4* :',.., ng:g : = .. : ..: 1.

.
. 1.. : .38 1 31 62 : 56 ; 6Z 1 74 :

-ANGLO : 5.6 1 5.6 9.1 :' 8.3 "1 - 11.8 ..-: 10.9
40.4 1 50.0 60.2 : 69.1 : 62.5 : '76.3

3.7 1 -.3.7 6.0 : 5.4 : 7.7* t .1
. 2$ it-- 5- .. :-.... lifto a .I..-

2. : 54 3M 41 : 25 : - 48 : 1. 23 :

.mEX-AMERICAN: : 15.4 : 18.5 11.3 : 6.9 k .13.2 . 1 6.'3

1 2.2: :

59..6 1 50.0. . 39.8 : 30.9 » 37.5 : ,.23.7

5.4 1 3.7 3.9 : 2.4. : 4,6.1

- 1 ------ I a-....-51:s* .., _- . : :-.. . -1., f

COLUMN 94 7.5 .103 81 128 97

TOTA. 9.0 s 7,.3 9:9 7.8 12.3' 9.3

CHI SQUARE .50.50867 WITH 8'OEGREES'OF FREEDOM
4.'.

NUMBER OF mI5BINGOBSERVATIZNS a '121. 1

ro

EXCELLEN Row
TOTAL

7.1 8.1 ' 9 : ,

ass : :

94 : '% 146 1 90 678

13.9' Cs' 21,5 4 13.3 ; 65.

'7 I 74.-9 1 67.2 .

.0 t 14.0 1 6.6
elm 0 al

39 : 49 I 44 36

-13.5'100 : 1 12.1
Mir t 25.1 1 32.8

I 411.7 I.-- 4,2 1

.... pa1....,/3.-, sl

133 195 134 104i

12.8 18.7 .12)9 160.0

34.9

SIGNIFICANCE z 0.0000
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:TABLE 38. CONTRIBUTORS TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY ETHNICITY

4

..!'

COUNT ;

Row % :1NuusT4w

:
COL %

'OTC. % ;

ETHIC,.

26T-CONT -

itrolviOU cOvT
ALS

1.1'k- 2.1 3,1
-

.

.:

7112FF1d

4,1
t

194 : ve i 92 .:

ANGLO,
: 12.'9 : 34.4 :' 117 ; 1W4 :

71.7 . 6248 : 51%4 83.6 :

6.1 : 21,4 : 7.0 7.121' :

: -,...-;

2. : 41 : I85 65 : 18 t

mir-;g1tRICrist 8.7 : 35,2 16.1 : 3.0 1

: 29.3 : 37,2 : 48.6 1 16YNi :

: 4.2 : 17.9 6.7 : 1.4 1

r . r . .1
: I t

coLyON ,45 .141 175 '1 10

oT*L 11.4 3'4.7 13.7- 8.6

rum pRuGS CO9MuPTI TOO mANT NO RES00 ROw

50 60 7'1 so
TOTALON t AANALS N$(

:- I -1 t

34 : 16 : 8 i 6 : 178 1 ego

4.'t.,; 2.2 t 1,8 i 6,7 : 22.0 j 83.3 .

75,6 : 52.9- : 53.3 i 75,0 : 58;9 1

2,7 1 1.4 : 3,6 1 0,5 : i3,9 1

1 i i : 1

11 t 16 1 7 i 2 : 124 1 46'9

2,3 : '3.4 i 115 i 8,4 : 26.4 I 46.7
22,4 1 .47.1 1 4817 t 25,8 1 *41,1 g

,;,0,9 t 1.3 t 815 1 0.2 1 9,7 1

: t t I 1

45 : 341 15 NI -3.2
lireT "3.5 2.7 1,2 0.6 23.8

cool Siu22E 2 42.73521 LA T4 8 DicarEs OF FREEDOM SI;',NIFICANcE 2 2,0e00

Wmfito Or MISSING 09SEA22TIoniS , 92
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TABLE 39) ALLOtATION OF MONEY TO AUTO EXHAUST BY ETHNICITY' /

4

e

13/

J. COUNT
ROW%

AUTOEX

:4 1-19- 20-49 504 REW
Opt. % : TOTAL

TOTAL % 0 ,t, 1.: 2.: 3.:
ETHNIC' ... , :70-ss-m:D

1, : ;88 : 96 :

I

274 : 120 : ee
ANGLO . '44.2 e 10.9 : 1.2 13.7- 64,1

64.5 ,t 50.9 : 3.3t : 70.2
28.3 1 7.0 : 20.0 8.8

: ''''''.-- :16...11.5-:11
2, : 414 t 67 , 159 : 51 : 491

HEX-AMERICAN 1 : 43.6 1 13.6 1 32.4 10,.4 : 35,9
35.5 1 41.1 : .46.7 2948
15.6 : 4.9 ! 11.6 : 3.7

.: 1-6-41-84 : .

COLUMN . 612 e 163 43Y, d71 1369
'1,11 TOTAL 44,0 11.9 '31.6 J 12.5. 102.4

. CHI tattiotg. ;4.82172 WITH 3` DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE r., 0.1853"
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TABLE 40. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO WATER POLLUTION BY.CcHNICITY

r'
\

1

ETHNLE

ANGLO

: s

MEX-AME

.

. -

CHI SQUARE

CNTH20
COlcUlrx:0

-19
:

20-49 50+ ROI
COL % ItTA, .

TOTAL % 0.: 2.:,
8e.i :

:- - :
:P.... 6-3:8

16. J10 : 72 r 324 : 172 . 878
. 64.1: 35.3 : 8.2 : 46.9 - '19.6 *

: .62.8 : 55.8 : 63.9 : 72.0 .

.22.6 1 5.3 : k3.7 : 12.6 .

..:_....--:a...-.-8:4
: . :

2, : 184 1 57 : 183 61 . 491
CAN : 37.5 I 11.6 : ,i7.3 : 13.6 35.,

37.2 :- 44.2 : 36.1 : 28.0
13.4

..

*2 : 13.4 : 4.9_ :
..:-..."...--_. ..s..8-,:s

OLUMN 494 , 129 507 239

.
TA, 36.1 '9,4 37.0 17.5' 11;!:

4 1 .67?54 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIF1tANCE

.

=

/ -

0.136 6
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-TABLE 41. .ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO NOtSE POLLUTION BY ETHNICITY

. 1

TCOUNTCO
ROW %

.

'OTAL-%
CHNIL.

1,

ANGLO

2.

MEX-AMERICAN

0

COLUMN

RNOISE i

:0 1-19 20-49
-

0.: 1,: ?.:
.:-....---:,........*:,_

: 540 : 161 : 144
.

61.5 : 19.1 : 16.4 :

66.9 : 61.8 : 58.1 :

i 39,4 I 12,3 10.5 :

.: ------ :,.....s.of-3 :

: at7 : 144 : 104 :

: 54.4 : 21.2 : 21.2 :

:33.1 .: 38.2 . 41.9 :

: 19,5 : 7.6 : 7.6
.:----.----te..-e-A1:3- :

807 27 248

155.9* 19.9 18.1

50*

3.:

26%.
3.0 .

61.9 .

1.9

16 :

3.3 :

38.1
1.2

.

42
3.1

Rru
TOTAL

876
64,1

491
35,9

1369
Oleo':

.46

CHI SOLRE 7.43d710 wITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM% SIGNIPIOANCE = 0.0592
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TABLE 42. ALLOCATION OF MONEY To TRASH POLLUTION BY ETHNICITY

TSH
COUNT :

ROM X :2 1-19 20-49 50 , RCM

COL X : ir TOTAL
TOTAL %

:
0.: 1.: 2.: 3.:

ETHNIC --wlw-----.----:..... .:e__ :-. :

1: 350 : 106 : 302 : 120 : 87e

ANGLC : 39.9 : 12.1 : 34.4 : 13.7 : 64.1
68.1 : 60.6 : o2.4 : 61.2 :

25.6 : 7.7 : 42.1 : 8.8

2. : 1454 : 0 : 182 :' 76 : Wt:1

mEx7ANERICAN : 34.4 : 14.1 . 37.1 : 15.5 : 35 9
31.9 *: 39.4 4 37%6 : 38.8 :

k 12.0 : 5.0 : 13.3
.. :-- ..- -s :. --

: 5.6 :

,

COLON 514 175 404 196 136v
TOTA, 37.5 1.2.8 35.4 14.3 108.0

' CrIl SQUARE 5.825217 MIT,* 3 OEGWEES OF FNEEDOA SIGNIFICANCE : 0.1204

7`)
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TABLE 43. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO R TION BY ETHNICITY .

COAT
Row x :a
COL ..%

1NEwREO

1-19 20-49 50.

.44

RC,:

TOTAL

ToTAL.% 0.: 1.: 2.: 4.:

ETHNIC :. ....-6_,:a_

1. : 274 t 98 : 286 4 220 e7c`%,

ANGLO : 31.2 : 11.2 : 42.6 : 25.1 . 64,.

70.6 ; 64,5 : 61.8 : 60.1

20.0 : 7.2 : e0.9 : 16.1

: :a- ...s -.:s : .

2. : 114 1 54 : 177 : 146 491

HEX-AMEkICAN 23.2 : 11.0 : 46.0 : 29.7 4 35.9

29.4 : 35.5 :. 38.2 : 39-.1

8.3 t 3,4' -: 12.9 : 10.7

Iii ..-s=ta:s
COLUMN-- --A08 152 63 . 366 1369

TOW. 11%3 11.1 33.8 26.7 10e.e

CHI SQ4ARE I, 10.86179 wITK 3 0-E6REE5IOF-PREEDON SIGNIFICANCE

a'

0.8129
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TABLE 44. LIFE STYLES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY ETHNICITY

(

--

ETHNIC

L1VECNT
C6UNT
Row % :yLs NO 807m 4 NO PESPO ROW
COL %. : NSL TOTAL

.

TOTAL % : 1.:

1. 608 :

AN51.0 . 69.6 :

65.9 :

44.6 :

. : 314 ;

mEz-AMERICAN : 64.2 :

34,3, :

; Z3.0 :

t 1

COLUMN 922
-GILL 67.,6

Ihr

CHI 50U4RE = 19.69344 WITH

2,: 3,: 4,1 5 t -9.;

128 66 : 0 : 0 : 72 : 874
14.6 7,6 : 0.0 : 3,e 1 0.2 : 64,1

57,1 75.9 : 0.0 1 0,o 1 56,7 ;

9.4 4.8 : 0.0 : 2,0 : 5.3 ;

2 96 21 : 2 : 1 : 55 I 489

19,6 4.3 : 2,4 : 0,2 : 11.2 ; '350
42.9 24.1 1 100.0 : 100,0 ; 43.3 ;

7,g 1,5 : 0.1 1 a.1 I 4.0 1

: : I-
-

i

-,

224 87 ? 1 127 1363
16,4 6.4 0.1 8,1 9.3 100,0

5 DECREES OF CREEDOm SIG*FICANci 4 0,0814

4

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS g F
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TABLE 45. KNOWLEDGE OF GOVERNMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY ETHNICITY,

ETHNIC
COUNT :

ROW % :ANGLO MEXAMER
COL X : ICAN TOTAL

ROW

oTAL % t 1.1 2.: IP
KNGAGN ...-*.

L. t 258 t 79 : 337

TES-ID TIrY : 76.6 t 23.4 : 24.7
I 29.5 t 16,1 :

I 18.9 1 5.8 :

2. s 260 t 122 : 302
YES-CAN'T ID t 68.3, r 31.9 :

t 29.7 t 24,9 :

I

el

19.8 1 8.9

3. t 282 t 236 : 518
NO t 54.4 t 45,6 : 37.9

32.2 1 46,2 :

26.6 t 17.3
11-:

4, 1 79 : 43 : 113

NOT SURE t 61.9 I 38.1 : 8.3

: 8.0 t 8.8 :

5.1 i 3.1 :

5, . 2 I 8 : 2

: 101.8 I 9.8 : 8.1
1.2 1 6.9

t 9.1 I 9.9 :

.1

7, 1 I : 1 : 1

0.8 t 188,.11 : 0.1
9.8 t 9.2 :

: 9.9 t 6.1
C -1

9. t 4 1 9 : 13

NO RESPONSE I 30.11 I 69.2 : 1,8

t 1.5 t 1.8
I 0.3 t 8.7 :11

COLUM4 876 491 1366
TOTAL 64.1 35.9 lace

CHI alkaid 55.76131 WITH 6 DEGREES OF'FREED004 SIGNIFICANCE COSS,
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TABLE 46. KNOWLEDGE OF CIVIC ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY ETHNICITY
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,TABLE 47. MEMBERSHIP IN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP BY ETHN LC 'TY
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TABLE 48. CONTACTS WITH PUBLIC OFFICIALS BY ETHNICITY
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SE'CTION 6

PN.,
SES

'/
We are interested in learning if a.person's economic and educational

status (SES) affects their perception ofand respOnses to environmental

problems./ We might hypothesize, for example, that affluence and education

will bear/a direct relationship to one's ranking of environmental problems.

That is, 'the higher one's income and more ex,eltiVril?re's education; thir

more likely one is to be aware of envir ntal problems. Or, one might--

suggest / /that individuals,residing in detrorating environMentslia-e-, low

SES resPondents) are more likely to be aware of environmental problems than

those iesiding in a healthy environment. Note the potential conflict between

these /two assertions. ./two

section reports on the effect of SES on environmental attitu s.

We have divided SES into three categories: low, medium, and high. SES

represents an annual income of less than $5060 <Id less than high school -adu

cational level. Middle SES includes an income of $6000-through $15,000 and

an educational level.of high school. High SES stands fdr an income of above

$15,000 and an educational level of college.

9,

Do respondents-at-d-iffefet SES levels differ in their perception of

which public problems are most important? Table 49 indicates a relationship

between SES apd the ranking of public problems. Low SES respondents were

concerned with economic issues (29.6%) and crime (17.5%) Middle SES respond-

ents also focused on the economy (27.0%) and crime (173%). Upper SES re-

"spondents also.cited the economy (29.8%) ,
but were more, concerned with' "ref-

use" (11.1t) than with crime (10.6%). Upper SES respondents 1650 saw govern-

_

k'...1

went as air important problem (8.7%) while middle SES (4.1%) and lower SES

(1.8%) respondents were less concerned.

The perception of the environment as our number one problem bore a direct

relationship to SES. The higher the SES, the .greatt4 the concern with the

environment. Two point Seven percent of the lower SES respondents named the

environment, as did 4.9% of the middle SES respondents and 6.6% of the upper

SES respondeatow-- ____ ---

4

If we include "refuse" and "energy crisis" as environmental categories,

there a significant upswing in response. Seventeen poin't five percent or
.

the low SES respOndents, 22% of the middle SES respondents and 23.8% of the

upper SES respondents then identify this general environilOtal c tegory as

our maior problem.

66
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When asked for a definition of "environment," we fi d that all three
levels agreed t9 define "environment" in both physical .nd social terms (see
Table 50). Sixty-nine point one percent of the middle evel, 60.5% of the
upper SES and 55.8% of the lower SES respondents defin d "environment" this
way. Over one-fourth (26.1%) of the higher' SES respon ents V'iewed the en-
virbnment primarily in physical terms while almosrt a fifth.(15.4%) of the
lower SES respondents,saw th,e environment in primaril social terms. There
was, a significant relationship between, SES and respon e,

Does.SES have an effect on the way respondents iew today's environmental
conditions and the way they anticipate conditions wi 1 be in the future? We

- did-find a relationship between responses and SES. able 51 displays data
colnoerning present environmental conditions. Upper SES respondents believe
today's environment is in better condition than respondents from either other
SES level. Fifty-seven point one percenvf the upser level respondents de-
clared today's environment' to be above average; 35..% believed it was average
and Zirly 7% believedit below average. This is co pared to 45.6%, 46%, and

. 8.4% for middle SES respondents and 36.3%, 50%, an 13.7% for lower SES re-
spondents. In other words, the higher one's SES evel the more positive one
views the environmental conditions..

a

When we look five years into th future, the relationship between SES
levels becomes less ordered (see'Table 52). More upper SES respondents still
view future conditions as average or above everage than any other SES group,
but now more middle SES respondents (48.3%) believe the future environment
will be above average than do upper SE6 respondents (45.4%). Lower SES re-

spondents are still the most pessimistic about environmental conditions with
over one-third (34.3%) identifying future environmental conditions as below
average. Note, however, that the percentage of upper and middle level re-

spondents who believe that future environmental conditions will be below av-
erage have tripled.

We asked respondents to identify the major contributors to environmental
problems; there was,again a relationship between SES and responses. ;able 53
indicates that 60%.of the higher SES respondents, 42% of the lower SES1're-
spondents and 40.9% of the middle SES respondehts believe that "individuals"
contribute mostly to our environmental conditions. The only other cateyury
to receiveconsistant though minor support was "governmemaf with 22.3%, 13.6%,
and 1.3.3% of the lower, middle and upper class respondents respectively ident-
ifying it. Interest.ingly, industry, probabJy the most publicized polluter,
was identified by no h,1414,g.r. SES respondent.

The respondents also were influenced by SES when asked if Americans'
life le contributes to our environmental problems. .Eighty-one percent of
the h'ghe SES respondents, 78.1% of the middle SES pondents and 67.0% of
the lower S S respondent's said yes (see Table 54). is support's the dlta
found`in Table 53 in that individuals, rather than institutions are perceived
to bethe major contribUtors to environmental conditions.

.- - Tables 55 through 59 identify the willingness of respondents tballo-
cate a specified sum of money ($100) to help resolve various environmental
problems. We divided responses into four categories: ,$0, $1-19, $20-49, and-

6 7
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$50 Plus,: We found a stgnificant relationship between SES and the willingnss,".

to allocate money to the problem area of water polTution(see Table 56) and

recreational -areas (Table 59).- There was no significant,relationshio etweep

SES and the allocation of money to auto exhaust problems (Tabl#55 , noise

(Table 57), and trash and waste disposal (Table 58). -.-
4

- Upper SES respondents were more willing to allocate money to control
water pollution than either of the other SES groups. Twenty'potht six percent

of the higher SES would allocate $50- or nibre and 37% would appropriate' between

$20 and $49.' The middle level SES respondents were alm6st as concerned with

water problems. Nineteen percent would give $50 or more and 37.8%,-$/0-$49.

Only 11.6% would give nothilig (as contrasted with 34.9% and 33.7% of the

middle and.upperES respondents respectively). Thus, the higher. one's SES°

level, the more willing one was to alTodate 'mpeoy-to water problems. t

.

Middle SES respondents were more conceAled than the other fwd levels -

with recreational areas.- Thirty-one point seven percent would allocate $50

or more and 75% would allocate akjeast $50 and 71%, at least $10: The upper

_SES respondents, perhaps becausertheY had access to alternative ecrekional
outlets, were less willing to contribute mone;"!to this area with about a third

(32.4%) refusing to allocate any money at all%

.

Pubic action on the environment may be directly, related to the publ,ic's

knowledge of andpartic'ipation in the various civic and.glpernmental groullis

concerned with the environment.- We examined the affect of SES on citizen, ,

knowledge and action.

When' questioned abOut their awareness of government agent "s or organi-.

zations in the Sin Antonio area concerned with the environthent,Nrespondents

were influenced by SES. :Table 60 indicates that oier half of th lower SES.

respdndents (52.2),Icnow of no agency co involved wki,le 61% of t middle?'.

level respondents and 54.1% of the upper level responderits were le to iden-

tify.t.some organizations. l'itl the latter two responses alMOSI one -third of '

the respondents were able to identif' specifically which agency or.organiza4

titn. they knew. There was, hoWeVer, no overall consensus relating to which

jk agencies or organizations could be idedllified. 'Only 9.8% of the mictdle level

respondents cited the EPA as, an organization focusing on the environment
.

--While 1.,.7% of the lowerjpvel and an astonishingly 0%'pf-the upper level ,
respondents did so. -only one organizak-ion, COPS (a local organization:which. _

'has.generated onsiderablt publicity in San/Antonio for its activities in q

. pyblic affair was identified by more than 10% of fhe-respondents40 any

level (11.2% f the middle level respondents cited COPS). . ,

, .
. .

The respondents knowledg of local citizen or civic groups waSHmuch

broader than their knowledge 6f government organizations. jety-nine'PoTnt .

nine per nt of the lower SES respondents, 67.2 of the middle level rtsliond-

: ents an 63.8% of theupper level respondents did have.some)Znowledge of such
. ...-

.,, groups (see Table 61). There i9 a relationship here between SES and tt)e.
-

, respo ses.
...

As withOvernment organizations, the knowledge of such grOups was quite

general with few respondents actually able to name a specific group. Nine - .

i

1
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A
-

point one percent of the.r.upper livelsrespondents were able to identify &h'
San nteihio, Conservation Society, but to other group was' identified by more

.than 6% of any SES leverof respondents.
s

- hoSES leel contained4a ;significant number of respondents 4ho'admtted

to holdin membership in a group oriented toward environmental concerns.
Table frtshows that 11%9% of chi middle level respondents and 7.4% of the
lower evel.espondents said they were members'of someorganizati6n concerned
with the envrronment. No upper level respondents held memberships. There

was 14C:signaicarit relationship based on $ES. .

2

When questionesitabot personal involvement in public tssues relating to
the environment, respondents were affected by SES (see Tabte,,63). Eighty'

sevenspoint four percent of the lower SES respondents,-78.5t of the middle SE'S
respondents and 66.7% of the upper SES respondents -had never contactedany -

4 '
'. public official concerning environmental problems, but no other Method or con -t
tact was utilized frequently by any SES level. .

Table 64 contains the general patterns of public apathy by indicating ',-

that very few respondents at any SES leyel had attended any meeting concerning

the environment. The mi,ddle'and lower SES respondentgwere almost identical,
in.their'responses, with 13.5% and 13:4% respectively.haVing attended some

Meetings. Ng upper SES respondent had attended such a meeting, There was-no

significant relationship' based on SES.

These latter tables describe'an
..

overwhelmof ingly apathetic' react to
.

environmental problems. .
.t.'

.

r
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. TABLE 49. MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS BY SES
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TABLE 51. PERCEPT4 OF pRdENT ENVIRONMENT BY SES
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' TABLE 53. CONTRIBUTORS TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY SES
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:g..... Ir-4:. : : .s -. ---t : sty L

.

mIDOLt : 12.8 : 40,1 : 1.3,7 ',8 : 3,' i 2.4 : ,0.9 : 0,4 t 18.0 : 42.2
2 t 97 : 5392. : 69 : 216 : 74 : 42 : 21 1 13 .: 5 1

47.6 t 48,8 : 42:3 38.2 : A67 1 38.i. 33,3 : 25.0 1 32.1
.: 5,4 : 16,9 : 5.3 : 3.3 : 1,6 1 v.. E : h.4 ; 0.2 1 7.6

S\
\-' u t. .......,:s : : I ;

3. : a55 1 125 : 4g : 49 1 ,0 44 la :

4111.-41 -.1
83

"Cm : fW.6 1 33,1 : 11., : 13%8 : 2.6 t 2.6 : 0.5 : 0.5 : 22.: :

378
2:7.1.1
29.6

37.9 t 28.2 : 24.0 : 44.5 : 22.2 1 29.4 :, 13.3 1 25.0 1 27.5
4,3 : -199,8 : 3.3 : 3.8 1 0.13 1 0.8 : 0,2 1 0.2 1 .6.5

'- 1k--e-s:s -t- -1 . : i t p1 _ it

COLUMN 145 443 175 ) 110 45 34 15 8 302 1277
IOTA- 11.4 34,7 13.7 8.6 3,5 2.7 1.2 0.6 23.6 - 100.0

CHI'SOLARE 72.33075 WITHr.,16 %DEGREES OF FREEDDif USIGN/FICANGE .0.0800

NUMBER OF MISSING 085ERYATIONS .s, 92

b

6.
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TABLE 54. LIFE STYLES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS BY SES

Air

4

- LlvEONT
cOuN'
Row % :YES NO BOTH NO RESPO
CO6 z

:
NSE

'CIA, X :

SES
. 1, :

LO*

.: 2,: 3.: .4.: 5.:
. - I. me g m:s : . 1

209 1 92 : 19 : 0 : 2 1 52
56.2 : 24,-7 : 5.1 e.0 e,2 1 .1.4.0

22.7 : 41,1 :. 21.8 : 0.0 : 0.2 1 40.9
1.3 : 6,7 : 1.4 : 0,0 : 0,2 1 3,8

--,Z 5...A4w - : :11 1

420 : 89 : 32 : 2 : 1 : 38

72.2 1 15.3 5.5 : 0.3 1 0.2 : 6.5
45.6 1 39.7 36.8 : 100.e : 102,2 I 29.9
3d.8 ; 6,5 : 2.3 : 0.1 : 2,1 1 2.8

293 : 43 .: 36 : 0 ; 0 1 37
71.6 1 10.5" 8.8 : " 0,0 t 9.0
31.8 : 19,?, 41.4 0.2 -2,2 : 29.1
22.5 1 3,2 . 2.6 : 0.0 2,0 1 2.7

14-4m-O-v%s-- , : : - 1

922 224 87 2 1 127
67.6 16.41 6.4 2:1 0.1 9.3

011TH 20 SIGNIFICANCEEES CF F;EE,Am SIGNIFICANCE =

2, :

NICOLE
:

I -:

3, .

MICA :

,
:

:

:

COOJMV

a ,OT4.

(C'.

41111(s

SQ:,49:. 57,714r2

NJ ER Or =ISS:N; OBSERVATIONS 1 6
4

88

582
: 42.7

:

409
: 30,0
:

1

1383
108.8

0%0000
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TABLE 55. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO AUTO EXHAUST BY SES
V

5E5

44-
, ,..04

1

mICD6E

m: C'

4.4TOLX

COuWT
ROw X :0 1 -19 26-49

7*1-XTo 4. % a.:

.5.04pto : :4 -- t-5: .

1, 161 48 : iii.26

'40.3 12.9_ . 33.4
26.7 : 26.4 c9.1
11,8 : 3.4 : 9.2

-:---..- :4,-.4-41-41:4-

2. : 266 : 63 : 178

: 46.5 : 11.6 ': :)0.#3A
-: 44.2 : 41.7 : 41.1

: 19.4 1 5,0 : 13.0

3, : .75 : 47 _: ,lil
42 .4 : 117% 31.2
29.1 1 28.8 : 29.8
012.8 1 3.4 : 9.4

CCLumsi 7:---" 11-"-a-11:411602 161 433

TOT4. 44.0 11.9, 31:6

2.
:

:

:

:

:

:.

:

:

r

1

:

:

:

:

50.

i
4

37
A-4.9

21.6
2.7

Z.

72
12.3
42.1
5,3

62
15.0
36.3
4.5

171
12.5

3.:
:

:

!

:

:

_0000

qr.
To-A,

37--

2r.,--

504
42.,'

413
32.e

1369
1000,

. .

Cml 5.-.1t,AAE a 5.94883 .I'm 6 3EGkEE5 .Cr FREECIAm 5:CH:FACINCE = 0.4289
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TABLE 56. ALLOCATION OF MONEY JO WATER POLLUTION BY SES

1

CNTM20
COUNT :

( 1/04 X :l 1 -19 20-49
*cot. %

:

50+ Rc.
TO'A,-

TOTAL X : 8.: 1.: '2.: 3.:
SES 2 : t. .. ..:, _ :a.-. ... .

t 1. : 151 s 45 : 133 : 43 : 27c
_ .tai.- - :-----: 40.6 : t2.3- ; --35 .8- -1 1-.116 r- -2,-,*0

i 30.6 1 34,9 : 06.2 ; 18.0
I 1 11.0 : 3,3 ; 9.7 : 3.1
1 -:-.......--:......-45,11:0 - .: 1.

2, : 204 : 43 . 221 : :11 : 584
. 1 mIZ4E : 34.9 ., 8.2 : i7.8 : 19.0 : 42,7

)
. : 41.3 : 37.2, : ,43.6 : 46.4 :

: 14.9 : 3.5 : 16.1 : 8.1k :

: :5-... 6-s:* . : -J
3, : 139 1 36 153 : 85 : 413

W,CM 33.7 1 8.7 ; 37.0 : 20.6 : 32,
28.1 t 27.9 ; 30.2 : 35.6 :

112.2 1 2,6 : ' 11.2 6.2.: ----- ---1.....-6-e:s
COLUMN 494 129 507 239 1369
TOTA6 36.1 9.4 3t.0 17.5 lee.

CAI 5111.JARE 0.71563 WITH 6 DEVICES OF- FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE 0.697O

i

t

90

I



TABLE 57. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO NOISE POLLUTION BY SES

ROISE
COUNT : -

Row 1 Tw 1-19 20-44

COL X :

50 17,:,,,

TC'A_

TOTAL % O.:
. .

... 2. 3.:

.SES ' 2,22,-A: :...-a-w:s ,

--1-r--:-----198 : 77 : 96 : 11 372

,ON : 53.2 : 26.7 : 23.1 1 3.e
.26.2

27,2

24.5 : 26.3 : 64.7 :

14.5 : 5.6 : *.3 : C.*.8

: :

2, :.- 361 : 149 : ye .

. 17 ; 564

141OCLE 61.& : 18.5 : .6.e : 2.9 : 42,7

44.7 : 39.7 : . 69.5 : 42.5

26.4 : 7.9 .! 7.2 : 1.2

.:--...-=-:41-..- -s%s : ..

\ 3, : 248 :
07 : 64 : 14 : 413

HIGH 60,.0 : 21.1 .. :5.5 : 3.4 : 30,2

36,7 : 32.0 : .25.8 : .33.3
1.6.1 : . 6.4 : 4.7 : 1.0

c, :-.
-*-:7--4---:14.-...-41-0:.

COLUMN 807 27' 248 42 1.36y

TOTA 50.9 19,9 18.1 3,1 102.6

CHI SHARE 2 11.42739 wrli .8'OLOREE5 CF FREE6Om

ea_

4

SIGNIF144NCE

(

2 0.0788

rt
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TABLE 58. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO TRASH POLLUTION BY SES
.

#

4 o

..

.

,-.

SES

_3.

.

,-;1.E

I

:em:".,,

:.: S'.iL4RE

. TSH

COUNT
ROH X :0 1-19 20-49 50 .
COL %

:

'074. X :
0.: 1,: 2.: 3.:

:-m 8-4:4"--
: 6,,Soll.W.S- Iii

137 53 : 120 62

36.8 : . 14.2 : 32.3 : 16.7

26.7 : 32,3 24.8 : 31,6

'ICJ 3.9 : 16.8 : 4.5

: ....re-:4 : .,

2, 224 . . 60 : 211
18.4 : 10.3 : 36.1 158.92

43.6 : 34,3* 43.6 45.4
,16.4 : '4.4 : 15.4 6.5

!... :a... 14-: : -

3, 1-53*. : 62 153 45

.
37.2 15.2 : 37.2 :0.9

435.4 ; ,:1,...6 23.0

11.2 4,45. : 11.2 : 3.3

:,,-..H-s-s:a

COI.JmN 514 17'5 484 196

TOT4, *37.5 12.8 ,15.4 14.3

11.83et5 Hf;01 6 DEGREES 0,7 ,TREE00m

grw

TOTAL

:

: 37,,

: 27,2
:

:

:'

:

584
.0

7

! 'A ,
: 1i

41.:

: 32,2-

:

136
102.T _1111

SIGhlr:CA4CE =

A

0.264.5

1

C

s

.4%, ..
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TABLE 59. ALLOCATION OF MONEY TO RECREATION BY SES

a

SES

L01.1

NICOLE

HIGH

COUNT :

ROW % :0

COL A :

TOTAL % :

0011"'1,

is :

:

,, :

2, :

:

3.
:

COLUMN
TOTA,i

InWREC .

1-19 20-49

0 t 1,: 2.:
1-.- - :

108 : 38 : 138 :

29.0 : 10.2 : 37.1 :

27.8 : 25.43 : 29.6,
7.9 : 2.8 : 10.1 :

_____Ia......." :

146 . 53 : 280 :

25.0 : 9.1 : 34.2 :

37.8 t 34.9 : 43.2 :

10., : 3.9 : 14.6 :

:--- :8.-- :

134 1 61 125 :

12:4 :- 14.8 r 30.3 :

34.5 : 40.1 : 27.0 :

r.8 : 4.5 : -9.1 :

:e- - :s
388 152 4, b3

26.3 11.1, 33.6

-

50

88 :

23.7 :

24.w
6.4-

.

185 .'
31.7 :

58.5
13.5

93 :

22.5 :

25.4
43.8 _:

-
366

26.7

Rtw
TOTAL

374
27,e

...
t,-84

4i.;

053
30.2

113g,!:

0

CHI SOLIARE 24.40435' WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE

r.

0.0004
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TABLE 60. KNOWLEDGE OF GOVERNMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES BY'SES

11.

KNOAON.
COUNT
ROW % :TESwIDEN YES-CAtO NO
C06 % :Tin' T ID ,.

ToTAL % : 1.: 2.:
SEA :......2 :411.... .,,;3

1, : 50 : 83 : 198
13-.5 t 22.4 : 53.5

,14.8 : ,21.7 : 38.2
: 3.7 : 6,1 : 14.5

.: - :IL 3:3
2, : 148 : 162 : 219

2).4 : 27.8 ; 37.6
43.9 : 42.4 : 42.3
10.8 1 A1.9 : 16.0

.:-- ------ ...--3:3
3. : 139 : 137 101

41.2 : 35.9 4 19.5
33.7 : 33.2 : .24.5

10.2 : 10,0 : 7.4

213.1'

COLUMN 337 382, 518

40*

mIELts

HIGH

p

J

-.e

NOT SURE .
NO RESPO

TFOTLOE
3.: 4/.: ' 5.: 7.: vst

t -. : i : et 1

itt

370
27.1'

4.
::-'Op

.42.7

413 ',..

.2-

: 31 ..: 0 t 0 : 8 :

: $. : -0.0 : 0.0 : 2.2 t

: 27.4 : 2.2 1 0.0 : 61.5
: 2.3' : e.e 1 0.0 ; kw)

:-eis,-- : c:

r 49- e

1

: 0 :
5 1

: 8.4 :(--) e.k. 1 JAI : -000 :

: 43.4 : 0.* 2 10.0 : '38.5 1

: . 3.6 : 2.1f 1 17.0 : 0.4 t

: 33 : 2 : . 1* :V

:' 29.2 : 102".e t 100.0 : 0::' ; 30.

: 8.0 : 2,5 1 0.2

: 2:4 : 2.1 t 0.1 : 0.0
: : og....,....Im ------ :.,-.,..et V.

13° 1366113 2 1

'TCPrA. 24.7 37.9 8.3 2.1. . 0.1 1;0 'illiaceop.,.,
,

CHI SOLARESOLARE 103.51626 wIT14. 12 DEGREES O' FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE 2 00100P
...._..,

NUMBER OF MISSING COISERVATI06$ 3 :
.. r e

, ... ;
'..

zi G. , e
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TABCE ,KNOWLID6E Ot CIVIC ENV MONtIEN'TAL AENCiEt talc SESt,

or

- c

CIVIC. ... ,
eQuhr -I.

,. .

ROW /f 1YESIlo YtSCA2,41 -441:',1 : ,' : 'ftioViuRE NO .'RcSvo. ; Row
. ;01.4. I `.' TAO - `kitr a.',' TO-TAL .-

tcfrAt, %° . . L.1 ." 2,: ,3.:1 ': -4./ .! 8,.'1 -- . . .

."-01`1.

r.
a

.14

4.443'*-8,11'. 11, : i3 ': i /11.1

._.4 r4.,*9-. t'&24 :6 : 7i, :. 36.-0 :' 23,1 21. '
, : . s..4,, I... 7i4 - il.. r : .'' 3.0 : 0.. I
-,04'f"...'t1-16--6-6:6-

44..-1,
: -67.-:..-I .=%,*

; ..: .4'2... 1` 151 : 169 '., 48 ',., . >7 '1,,` 43,
`3,4-:',5".'i 26.9 ! 29.0 :' 6.2 :. .1..2. I '42.?

*: ''46.9`.*-: 39.7 : 41.1 ': 42,1 :: 53,e-
:4, 1.4..8 I .11.5 12.4 : 3:5 : Q,5

..... 04,1tsw.40:141
-1.12 :` '41 : ,t `. 3/0

-47 41.3. ; 1,1.1 274

- : --:6-aVra...vry5 2 i----.,.... I .,..:........,. : .--

. 156 I '' 1.37 : 9$ _: 25,, :._ 3 i '4'11;.

:36.0. I 33.3 : 21.9:`: 6.1 : 24/ I I -40.tt,...
: 36.? t .34.9 : 21.-9 :- 21.9 .: 23,1 4.

, k-- t"..4 l .103 1: 6.6, : ..1.8 : 0.2 1 ,
, - *-.:e.---r---tat-,10-4-612 4-. . f-sig--

,.. CO60444 . 431. '. 95 411 . , 114

4C a

;3
TbTA',,..." 31;6. 29.0 . '30.1 1,2 100:8'

C14 I scii3Or's se.a9.60-2. wv.s '8 3C01/4,5 OF FREEDOM

,410140ER OV14zss aswvalTieroos :

SI G,N 'Ft C NCE 0.0080,
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°SES.,

1.0h

°

MIDDLE

HIGH

'TABLE 63: CQNTACTS WITH PUBLIC OFFICIALS BY SES

2s

CONTOFF .

COUNT
Row X :YES -CALL YESOROT YES-vISr YES -CAL YES-NROT NO
COL -% : OFF. E OFF T OFF L NP

TOTAL % 1
1.4 2.: 3

.

4.: ;WI ..- 7.:,'
1. ii-a:a- J : : I- ' , .

le : , 4 1 : 0 : 325 :

9,5 :' 0,5 : 1.1 0.3 : 2.0 1 87,8 :

28.2 i 2.6 :. 14.3 : 14.3 :' 2,0 : 29.5 :

. 2.6 1 0.1 : 0.3 : 0.1 : 0.0 i. 23.8 :

la-..-8 6:3 : a I- .

: : : :2. 45 I A4 *11 6 4 1 467
7.7,, 1 7,5 : '1 1.9 : 1.0 : 2.7 I 80.0 :

w. 36.3' i 57,9 : 39.3 : 85.7 : 42.0 1 42:4 :

3.3 ; 3,2 : 0.8 : '0.4 : 2,3 1 34.2 :

: tw-ww.. -8:3 : -4. sus 1 :

3, : 44 I . 30 1 13 : 0 : 6 I 309 :

.
: 10.7 I 7.3 : 3.1 : '0.0 : 1.5' ; 74.8 :

35.7 ; -3975 : 46.4 : 0.0 : 62,0 ; 28.1 :

3,.2 1 2.2 : 1.0 1 0.0 ,0,4 1 22.6 :

: :15.... s e* "° : : 1

COLU 124 76 20 , 7 10 1101
:

TOTAL 9.1 5.6 2.0. 0.5 2.7 60.5
.

NO RESPO
NSE

8,0 9.1

f g:.-4----.1
2 :

0.5 '4 0,1i :

100.0 : 5,3 1

0.1 I 0.1 I

gi:.. .. -w1
0 1

0.0 I 1.72 :

0.0 : 36.8
0.0 : 0.5 ;

6:w.0-....._,1

0 : 11 1

0.0 : -2.1. ;

0.0 : 77.9 I

0.0 : 0.8 I

..... - al... .-,1

2 19
0.1 1.4

CHI SQUARE ,..7 02 WITH. 14 CIEOR44ItA,S OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE 0.0000

NUMBER OF MISSING 00SERATIONS ' 2

9

c'e".

ROW
TOTAL

'X.!

4258.74

.

413
30.2

1367
100.0

4
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TABLE 6*0.1 ATTENDANCE AT ENVIRONMENTAL MEETINGS BY.SES

ATTmEET
COUNt :

ROW 36 :YES, NO 4 NO ReSPO kCk
-COL % :

t NSE TOTAL .
`TOTAL

:

..

1.: 2,: 4,: 9.: .

ISES ...,. : -t- 1 * 4:11 : ---

1, : 46 r 324 : 0 : f 2 i 372 '

LOW : 124 i 87.1 : 0.0 1 0.5 : 27;2
-: 25.6 ; . 27,6 : 0.0 : '18.2

3.4 1 23.7 : 0.0 : 0.1
to ..Is-ta : :

2, 84 ; 492 : 1 : 6 : 583 Q
mI004 : 14.4 0 84,4 : 0.2 : 1.0 : 42.7

46.7 1 41.9 : 100.0 : 54.5 t

6.1 t 36,0 : 0.1 1 0.4 1- .

: 1 s-5:3 : - 41.,..:

io 36 50 1 355 : . 0 : 3 : 411
HIGH : 12.2 : 87.1 : 0.0 : 0..7 : 30.1 Jr

.. A : 27.8 1 33,5 : -0.0 : 2-7.3 :

. 3.7. : 26,2 : 0.0 : 0.2 :

: :

COLON 180 11 4 1 11 1366
TOTA, J 13.2 85 9 0.1 33.8 102.0

. .

\

CHI SQUARE _.8 3.52736 WITH 6 OECkEES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE g 0.7404
,

NUMBER OF°mISSINC. OBSERVATIONS I 3

98
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SECTION 7

MEDIA INFLUENCE'

tb

.

The people's perception of any public problem will be directly affected
by the sources from which infoMSiion about the prdblems are derived. We

wanted to know which media sources respondents relied on and what amount cf
trust they placed in the media. During the period in which the survey was
coaducted, we monitoreethe San Antoni-O,area media to identify airy 'major

coverage of environmental conditions. No environmental isrstle'eme'rgedswhicla

could be -considered a Story of"majOr importance to the media. The media did

cover relked stories (e.g., traffic problems, general energy issues, etc.),
and we attempted to ascetainif respondents were aware of this coverage.

This section addresses the i'nf'luence of the media on respondents'

environmental attitudes..

We asked the rekpondents to identify the media sources from which they
derived information concerning national, state and local events. As noted

in Sectlon *) (see above, p: 7 ), television was the primary spurcefor infor-
mationat all three levels with newspapers the most frequently cited secon-
dary source:

Tables 65, 66, and 67 show that area does not affect television's dom-

inance as the primary media source. Over half, of the respondents living in

the center city, suburbs and rural areas gleaned most of their information
re national events from TV. Center, city residents relied on -TV"the most;

of those 69.7% citing TV, most resided in the center city. This pattern

remained essentially the same when we looked at state and local problems.

When we control for ethnicity, we find that more Anglos than Mexlcan-
Americans rely on TV for information et the national and state levels, while
Mexicaw-Americans rely more on TV for information concerning local problems

gsee Tab4es 68Y-69, 70). At all three levels, the differences, thoughsig-

'nicant by Chi Square, are slight. We find also that Mexican-Americans are
more likely than'Anglos to utilize tha rldio as an informational source at

all three levels.

The single e=eption to television's number one position as a news source
is found when we control for SES. Focusing on national and state problems,
all three SES groups identify TV as their major news source (see Tables 71,
72, 73). -However, upper) SES respondents said they used newspapers more than

television tO garner, news concerning local problems. We found also that
lower SES respondepN utilize the radio much more than their counterpar

4.!

86
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at the other levels.

We asked the fts/pbcdcnts to identify which source of information they
believed was most liiZeiy.to give an unbiased and accurate report of news
events Overall, 42-5% of the respoadets believed TV to be the most accur-
ate while 20.3%-cited newspapers (and l4'.5% said "none") (see &hove,: Section

3, p. 8). ,

This trust in the pro ty of televisi-un existed'regardless of where the
respondent lived, :Table shows that 45.1 of the rural respondents 43l%. .

of the inner city respondents and 36.9- of the suburban respondents found TV:
to bk the most, reliable source: These figures reflect, however, a large
amount of dltrust in that:' no news source is believed by at least half of the
respondents to be accurate. Over one-fifth of the 'suburban respondents found
no news source reliable. Note, h6wever, that ChiSquare indicates no signif-'

.

icance when we control for area.

.
.

We do find significance where w
.

e control for ethnicity. Table 75 shows
that of those.ientifying television as the most trustwer-thy: 60 9- are Amplos 1

iand 39.2, Mexican Americans ialpough mexican-Americans/ust TV reporting
more than any ot.ker source). AJIglos also are more suspiCrous of all forms of
reporting with 851.4 of thoseantwering "none" while only 14.R of the
Mexican-American respdhderits believed tnae no media source was accurate.

,
,

When we look at SES, a,g'ain we find significant differences. Lower and
middle SES respondents identified TV as the most accurate news source. b.ut
over one third of the upper SES responts said no heos,s6urce was'accurate
and another the rd PdentifTe news.papers as the -lost accurate source (see'
Table 76). Onl;r-12.5E/ of the Super resodents believed T1.)4 to he reliar:le
(this was Mess than l' of all respondents ,:hr, identified TV).

. C
Did'the retpondents ree.al) readine or seeing or hearirg stories concern-

ing the environment? We found that 48 2", of ;he .respondents recalled re
ing on environmental story -in a nev,,s;.-.3oer a-1 45 54 bad recently seen an
environmental story.on television (seesabove,Section 1, p. 7):

Table 77 shows that of those- that had recently read something- concerning
the environment in th'e newspaper, most resided in the center city. At the
same time over half of the suburban residents recalled reading such astory
(as,4ontrasted with,38.5% of. those Jn the center city and 30-4 of those"living.
in ruhl $nreas). Note that.79.44 of'the'center city respondents, 93 6.: of the
"suburban residents and 69 .. of tie rural Residents take newspapers. 1

r

Suburban residents also recalled seeing more environmental reportS on TV
than the other two areas (yee Table 78). Over half of the rural residents

, and ha Tf (49.2fl of the center city did not recall seeing any story r,n tele-
vision relatinq to the'envirowent.

ConCrolling.for ethnicity, we.find that $7.7 of the4hnglos take a news-
paper as 'contrasted with 68.9?. of the Mexican-Amer.igans .(see Table 79).

Fifty-five point one pertent oe the Anglos had recently read-news0a0er stories
concerning the er',/ir-Tpleh 3( f the Mevet.-M-,,PriranS had ee en-

,

87
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. vironmemtal,stories.
i

i p .
.

..- -Almost half of each ethnic groUp recalled seein'' te evision stories that
.

related to. erfvfrorimental -conditions (see Table 80). Forty-six point seven

percent of the Anglo respondents and 43.6% ofthe Mexican-American respondents
had vewed some television comment concerning the environment.

:We controlled for SES and again found significant relationships. Ninety-

five point' eight percent of the upper level US respondents took newspapers,
83.3% of the middle SES respondents did. 4ikewise, while only 66.4% ot th
lower SES level.respondents took a newspaper (see Table 81). We find s4 nif-

icant differe94s.between the SES level among those respondents who reca led

reading'a newspaper story on the environment. Only 33.9% of the lower S S

had read such stories, contrasted with 58!3% and,56.6% of the upper' and middle'

"Ilvel respondents respectively:
.26

'As might be expected, the awareness of(television.show's was distributed
somewhat more evenly (see Table 82). Here 39.9%4 of the lower SES espondents

recalled seeing an environmental story while CJI% of the upper and middle lev-

el respondents had such recollection. 4

40.

41.
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TABLE 65. NATIONAL MEDIA USE BY AREA

NT6mEO1A i'

:OuNT : .

RT. X :NE0SPARE MAGACNE.44013 TELEVIS.1 rRIENCS ,OTHER RA010 AN NEWSpAPE NO RESPO . ROW

:06 X :RS -S A. ON 0 'V .R .1 TV NSE - TOTAL
:TAL % : 41.4 2.; 3,: ' . 4.: - 5.1 6.: 7.: 8.1 9.:

AREA ------ 1

1, v 161 : 3' : 50 : 451 : 5 ; 9 : 13 : 58 t 12 : 792

CENTER CI1T : 20.3 : 3.8 : 6.3 : 56.9 : 1,8 t 1.1 : 1.6 : 7.3 I 1.5 : 67.3
i

"al
:i 63.9 i 58,8 :

: e 13.7 : 2,6 :

55.6 ~69.7 :

4.3 : 38.4 :

72,7
2.;

t

:

90.0 :

8.8 :

72.2 :

1.1 C
78,A I

4.9 1

52.2 :

la 1

-------:,.....2-3-e:6 : : ...iv.= - 1 - 5.. 5- -al I.
A 3, 27 : 11 : 2 : 61 : 2 .ot 0 : 2 : 2, t 6 : lfi

S..SuREIAN :.., 24.3 t 9%9 '. 1.8 : 55.0 : 2 0-'` 1 8.0 : 1,8 : 1.8 1 5.4 : 9.4

la'.7 I 21.0 : , 2.2 : 9.4 : 2,0 1 0.0 : 11.1 2,7 t 26.1
2.'' : 0,9 : 0.2 : 5.2 : 2.04 i 0.0 : 0.2 0,2 I 0.5 :

1 1 0.3 :.
... 1,-. -I-- S -10

4,

RuRA6
: . 50 : 6 :

: 22.0 : 2.6 :

34 : 115 :

15,0 50.7 :

3 ,

1.3
1

i

1 :

0.44 :

3 t

1.3 t

10 I

4.4 t

5 :

2:2 :

227'
19.3

19.8 i 11.8 .

,:

37.8 - 17.8 I 27.3 I 10.0 : 16.7 : 13,5 I 21.7
4.3 t 0,5 : 2.9 : 9.8. t 0,3 t 0.1 : 0.3 t 0.9 t 0.4 :

Is... a:a - :- - art ,..1

6, : 14 I 4 :T. 4 : 20 r 8 1 0 : 0 :' 2 I, a 44

.

: 31.8 : 9.1 :,

i 5,6 : 7,8 :
9.1 : 45.5 :\
4,4 3.1 :

2.2
2.8

1

I

8.0 :

0.0 :

0.0 :

0.0 t

4.5 1

2.7 1

0.0 :

0.0

3.7.

! 1.2 t 0.3 :

..:----.....-ls..._,-=:,
0.3 : 1.7 : '2.2 t '

.

0.0 : 0.0e4: 3.2 I

-1...,_

0.0 :

-:

.7. I 0 : 0 : , 0 : , 2, t 0 : 0 : 2 I 0 ,: 2

4.0 t 0,0 : 0.0 : .0.0 . 0.0 1 8.0 : 0.0 I 100,0 1 0.0 : 0.2

0,0 I 0,2 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.2 t 0.0 : 0,0 t 2,7 I 0.0 :

0.2 1 0,0 : 0.0 : 0.e : 2,4 1 0.0* : 0.0 : 0,2 1 0.0 1

.:---...-f1111-...a-a: C. :43 .. . 1- .: ts1a _ al t

. COLUMN. 252 , 51 ( 90 647 11 16 18 74 23 1176

TOTA. 21.4, 4,3 7.7 55.0 2,9 0.9 1.5 6.3 2.0 100.0

CM1 SOwARE. - 92.22754 WITH 32 OEGREES Or rRE!OOM RION!riCANcr 0.0000

NUMBER OrmisSIN;',OBSERVATIONS 193
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TABLE 66. STATE MEDIA USE BY AREA

..4

% :.E.5-PARE MAGAZINE RA
%

ARE%

- E'` -ER

SmEalA

-E..:74:i
ON 4

4 .

-, 5, : 3 : :1 : 51
: 35.9 :- .2.1 7.7 : 35.9
: :3.4 : :5,0 : 9.5 ,,,: 3.5
% 4.0 : c0.2 : 0.9 : N*?
4, :8 ..-S-41:7, - : .

1, 229 : ... .

44 67 : 39E.

: 28.5 : 1.4 : 8.3 : 45.5

540.3 ; 55.0 : t,9.8 ; 54.9
. _17.8 : 4.9 itt 5.2 30.4

11.1 : 10.0 : 1.7 : 6.5

42 : 2 . 2 : 51

37.9 : 1.8 ,: 1.8 :
45.9

-;-- ------ :.-..-m-e:s---i- ..
:

3.3 ; , 0.2 : 0.2 : 4.? .

. 58 : 4 : 36 : 1'179

: 25.6 v: 1.8 : .5.9 : 48.6
: 1.5. : 20.0 : '31.0 : 18'4.
. 4.5 : .0.3 : 2.8 "; 6.5

.. : .

,-.QM'd 3,13a

1. ....3_,:a
23 1,11 6111

TOTA_. 29.6 1.6 9.0 - 46.8

C'+1 S'JLaRE 8

Rir%). 'T't."1 OA',1.0
41

: 5.1 6,:

: . . . .
4 .

c 1 . . 5

1.- : 017 . 3.5

':-....12.-3 i 5.3 : 70.0
: ;',c ;' 1-1 :

: .

: --
. cr 15

: :.4 I 1.0 ; 1.9

: 73..7 I 65.;". : 61.1
,,,,,, r; ,,6 4 .,.,L

-

/

.
12-::

.

: 1. : 1.3 :' 1.8
.: 2. : 16.7 :: a.0

. . j_
.

: ' 2, : J.e : 0.2

. e :

:- 2,'/ 1 ,,.A. : 1.3

: 12.: : 0.3' : 12.0
: i,e--.1 0.1 : 0.2
:

1% .e '25

. 3

.

4

AN.Yt.WSPAPE 4D RESPO :',0M.

,p 6 -v N517 TOTAL

7.: 8,1 9.:

;r. a .1 -

: , :5 1
3 : :42

: 12.6, : 2t1 : 11.1

: A2.6 i 14.0
.

-c I
.-- ..

:C-----V: ----- ---:
: 57 : 16 :

: 7,1 I 2%0 ;

: 61.1 : 53.3 I

.
1

;
4 I

3.1 1 5.4 :

4.7 ;' 20 :

ti.3 I J.5

: 4.e v . 2.2 :

: 10.6 I 16.7 :

4 0.7, I
0.4 .:

- - s ..i-' :

'85 3v

-aj
: 19 /5 :

604
62.6'

5 6

217
17.7

12,14

or.
2.3 100.01,2 v.Y 1.9, , o.6

47.64241 wITH 24 OLGKEES rkEED04 SIGNIFiCANtl g 4.0027



TABLE 67. LOCAL MEDIA USE BY .AREA

.4..MEDIA
COUNT ;

NRow, X :NEWSPAPE PIAGAiINE RACIC .-ELEVII PRIEN-S- OTHER

To4t 1.:
S ON

2,: 3.: ' 4.: 5.1

57 : 5 1 1

41,31 : 3.:: ; 2.7
1,.1 : 41:._..: : .10.2
4,4 : 2,4 : .,...,.

45.2

1

2.-- 1 ..7
64.7 : 52.-s, t 50.2
2H.4 : 11.6 : 0.8

: ... -1-

AREA ....p!'2.

e,

1 .
CE%-E0 C.''Y

:

:

:

:

:

38
27.5

14.0
3.0

235
29.2
51.8
18.3

:.

:

;

:

1

:

:

:

; .

....5-4:3- ..,

2 : 15
T.4 . 10.9

25.041 : 12.3
zw2 : 1.'i

6 : 84
0.7 : .0.4

75.2 : -.,7.5

0.5 : 6.6
- . . - - w : a -

:ry
:

':

:

:

:-.

:

:

: .
44 : : 6

SJ6,,kBAN : 39.6 : 0,0 : 5.4 %.

11.6 : 2.2 : 4.1
3.4 : 2.0 . 0.5

4. 03 : 0 : 41
PURR,,. : 27.8 : _2,0 : -8.1

16.5 : 4.2 : 28.1
4.9 : 0.0 : 3.2

1g ..2-1, :11-- : w

COLUHN 382 d 146
TOTA, . 29.6 0.6 11.4

49 : .: I 2

44.1 : 2,E 1 -8
8.7 : 2:V t 20.c
3.8 : Z., 1 ..,.

93 ,: 1.! 1

.

-

*1.0 : '',7. t 4.4
15.5 : 34,2 : 10''.2

7.3 : :., t J..
: ..-. -1-

563 36 13
43.9 2,6 2.8

Is
--

.,

RADIO AN
0 TV

..*

NEwSPAPE NO RESPO
R a TV NS

i

HC

TOT
5.:- 7.: 8.1 9.: .

.. s -'.--el : .

: : 12 I .5 : 2

: 4.5 : 8.7 1 2.4 : lk
: 21.7 : "13,'; 1 12.0
: 0.4 : ..9 1 .;.2

-; .-4.---:0-.----z1-7-xe---:
. 13 r 66 : 12 . E

: 1.6 ..,: 6.2 r 1.5 62
. 56.5 : 74.2 1 48.0
; 1.0 : 5.1 I 0.9 :

: el ----- ---;
2 : 2 : 6 : 1

1.8 : 1..8 I
,,S : E

8.7 ; 2.2 I 2 .0 :

0.2 : 0.2 1

3 9 I
: : .2

:4 1.3 : 4.0 I 1.8 4 ,A7

"0 lk' 1 6: 4:2 : 0,; ! ::3
:..416 - :. w ..a!

23 89, .' 5 12,
1.8 0:9 2.0 100

,
CHI SC,ILARE x ,54A0138 WITH 24 OLGHEES Or FPrE0061 -S.GNI!P,C4,1cE .1.' e-,J204

NUM8EK or miA1N3 00ARVati3Ns a 8/,
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t TABLE 68.. NATIONAL MEDIA USE BY ETHNICITY

$.

4

:442$

V

. .NILMEDI4
noun.

:

#

Row 4 :NLW5FAPE RTSA2INE RADIO TELEVIsI PRIENCS oTHEH RAO'IO MN NEiaPMPE NU RESPO HON

COL % :HS S ON 0 TV R a TV NSE DOTAL
TOTAL

'1*
1.: 2s: 3.: .. 5.;

ETMNI, s..,.e...;.:---4.--.-;a-ma-s-g:6-- ----- :-.7---_-:...._,.---1__

. 1, : 178 : 42 : 42 : J476 : s, 1

ANG4 . 21,.1 : 5.0 :1 5.0 : 56.4 :
2,'

t

; 00.7 : 72.4 t 39.6 j: 66.7 : 46,2 1.

15.5 ':' 3.2 : 3.2 /: 36.2 : 2,5 :

2, %. 106. :

.:---.....-:,....-w-w!a,
16 .r 64 - : 23.8 :

: . : .. -1--
t I.A

Ex-AmERIZA:. -: 22.5 : 3,4 : 13.6 : 50.4 : 1,5 :

: ..37.3 27.6 : 60.4 : 33.3 : 53. i

: 0,1 : 1.2 : 4.9 : '18.1 : 2,'.7 :

..... --4k- w

.COLUMN de.* 53 126 . 714 1,;

21.6 4.4 4.1' 54.3

6.: 7,: 8,I
.......... ..... :,.... es

a : 24 I 2 :

9.:
:

JP.16 044

4.9 : 1.7 °: 7.3 i 1.9 : 64.1

87).4$' : 60.7e- : 72.9 1 64.0 :

0.6 : '1.1 : 4.7 i 1.2
- .. .C-9 --"" :

2 : 7 : 23 1
9 472

04 :' 1.5 : 4.9 ,.; 1.9, : 3.15.9

20.k, : 33.3 : 27.1 1 36.0
0.2 ..: 0,5 : 1.7 I 0.7

; .....
'10 21 ;33 1316
0.8 1 1.6 6,5 1.9 100.0

Cmi-S-$6:$E = w17:-: 3 OLVtEES CF FHEEuOM .SIGNIF:04.4oE = 0.40b237.5150/

NordE0OF HISSING'06$04VATIONS ' 53
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A

,

GAZINE RADIO TflEvISI FRIE NDS /OTHER`' RADIO ilw NEWSPAPE NO RESPO ROW
COL .. '-S 5 ON l.-

TOTAL % : 1.: ?.: 3.: 4.. 5.1
6.:0 TV ,R 6 TV WSE-

7.: 6..; 9..4

ZNIC
:- : - -

1. : 272 : 10 ; 50 : 402
.

10 ..1 6 t 18 60 22 : '856
:

;
t

71,17ANGL0 : 31.8 1,2 : 5.8 : .0,0 64.71.1 1 0.7 : :211 7,7 : 2,6 i 644'
: '

68,7 : 56:2 : 41.3 : 64,3 - . A.66,7 , 50.0 -: 72,a 74,2 : 73,J :

/EX -AmARICAN

..........-0

CoLvt4N
TOTAL

2,

-1..c
9.3 : 0.8 I' 5.3 : 16,7 - 0.4 14.,,0.5 I 015P

I: 216i.7:41 :: . 50,w 538.87 : :4656.,.:9- 41:: ! 11:: :::

1,4

25ii 1 .21i...71 3;:;

29.7
396

:

2.1 : 14.9 :' 46.8

1.5
20

/0 :

.0-

-121
9.1

71

: -4.- -t

23.f

625

33..3 t 50.0 : 28.0

Nib

1.

12 25 84
it

31 is

2.3 101033.:1.1 0.9 1.9 67

CHI 30uARI , 39-.47179 Wit: 0 pEcREES OF FREEOON SINIFICANcE : 2.0000'

NUNBER oe MISSING OBSERVATIONS 36
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TABLE 70. LOCAI MEDIA USE BY ETHNICITY

ti

rtf

ET4N1:

AN&LC ,

4

...:_,.,J.,T

1<cw %

CCL .%

*-.c.rAL S

r4P

2

' :Ah
-

COLUMN
T)TAL

LmED14

N:W5Pm0i.
:RS

if-

:284
33.3 :

'1.4 :

21.3 :

:

11 :

23.9 ?

: 28%6 :

: . $.6 :

:

398
; 29.9

PIAGAZ1NE
5
. , -i,.:

-0
6 :

3.7 :

75.e .

3.5 :.

.

2 V'
0.4 :

25.7 :

9.7 :

8

;

,0.6

RA0)0
1

62
7.e

39 7
4,5

9.-:

19.1
6.0.1

6.8

151'
11.3

3.:
:

;

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

. -

'Et.EVIS
ON

. 40
:

X70 :

43,3 :..

63.5 :

27,8 t

:

213 :

44,- :

36.5 :

16.0 1

551
:

43.6

FRIENjS 0THEW

''' / 5,1

:-

22 )::

246 0.7

57,9 : 60.0
1.7 t 0.5

- . -1

16 :
4

3,4 : 0.8
42,1 t 40..4

1.e. : 03
, 38 -10

'2.'

1

0.8

O.:

'

i

RADIO
o '.

:

: 16
1,9

: 6906
: 1.2
1

7

1 1.5
: 10,4
1 0,5

23
1,7

AN

7,1

t

t

4

t

i

;

1

:

I,

c

c

4 / ,

NEWSPAPc NO,RE50C
R A TV NSF

d.; 9.1
1 1

70 s

8.2 : 2,3 :

73.7 : 84,2 1
5.3 ; 1.5 I

: ;

25 : 5 r

f,'.2 : 1.0 :4
26,3 i 20,0' I

1,9 r!'

95
7.%.

ROW
ToTAL

.46:!:
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35.0

t

-MEI-A*4

. i
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_TABLE 71.

t

NATIONAL' MEDIA USE BY SES

0

NTLMEDIA ...
.

.

COUNT . :

ROW % :NEwSPAPE MAGAZINE RADIO '4TELEVISI FRIENDS OTHER RADIO AN NEWSPAPE NO RESPO . ROW

Cole % :RS , S ON 1 . 0 TV R A TV NSE TOTAL

Tr-AL.

ES 'els.*
1,'

. LO*

H LOC14.E .

`` 3,
HIGH

COt.uriv

TOTA,

% : 1.; 2.,,: 3.1 4.: ' 5.1 .6.: 7,: 8,1 9.:

S rl 00 e-e:e- : : .. -t . ._111- I
70. 1 9 : 59 188 : 2 , .'S : : 2 : 20 I -..6

:

140.4- If 2.5 r 16.3 52.1 2.6 1 1.4 r- 0.6 1 5.5 1 1.7 :

24.6 15,5 : 55.7 : 26.3 : 15.4 t 50.0 : 9,5 : Z3.5 1 24.0 1

5.3 0.7 ' : 4.8 : 141,3 1. e,2 1 0.4 : 0.2- 1.5 1 0.5
11-3:3 - : . : -- -t ,

: ,...... 31,........-ii ------ ..-:

.124 13.,-e: 28 : 322 ' 5 1 0 : 18 : , 43e 9 :

/ 21.5 2.3 : 5.0 : 57.7 : 't..9 1 0.0 0 3.2 t 7.7 1'

-: 42.3 t .4 : 26.4*, : 45.1 : 38.5 v 0.8 :. 85.7- : 50.6 If 36.2 4

9.1 : 1.0 : 2.1 : 24.5 : 2,4 1 0.0 : 1,4 :. 3.3 1 0.7

sl :-ft. --.3:11 : : . . ...: : g:.-e- .41
: 94 : 36 : 19 204 : 6 t 5 : 1 : 22 .1 10 ,..

: 23.7 : 9.1 : 4.8k 61.4 -: 1.5 1 1.3 : 0.3 t 5.5 1 2.5

33.1 t 62.1 : 17.9 28.6 : 46.2 t ?o.er, : 4.8 $ 25.9 I 40.0
7.1 1, 2.7 : 1.4 : 15.5 : 2.5 1 0.4 : 0.1 f 1.7 "I 0.8

Ia... 0-:$ : : a I : 0r. elft-e- -el

284 58 106 714 13 , 10 21 -85 25

-.21.6 4.4 8.1 54.3 1.16 0:611 1,6 6.5 1.9
.

. .

CHI SOuARE 103.19561 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE = 0,0000f

NuH8ER OF HISSING 08SEPVALIONq 53
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YA4E 72.

/ .

STATE. MEDIA Uig BY SES

vtof

r -

LON

SES

mI0OF
2. 1 166 r

-)

TOTAL % 1
COL RS

COUNT r
RON.% :NEWSPAPE MAGAZINE RADIO TELEVISI FRIENDS OTHER

1. : 84 ;

6.3 - 0.5 : 4.1 : 13.5

: i3,2 t : 14.9 : 49.7 1.7 : 0,6 .14-
242 30.0 : 44.6 : 28.8 4£.0 t 33.3 :

SMIOIA

,S4b

e:s

5 V- .: 26$

6 : 54 : leo : -6

2.; 3.:
ON

4.:

: £.5 t 0.3 :

6 I . 4
:
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5., -6,: p.7,1
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0 TV

mi. .

8 TV -gfF

illiNO2F12:ic11:

9.:

: 29,4 Po 2.9' A,,7.6 : 47.5 : 1.1 A 2.7

0,4 : 3.2 20.1 : £.5 1. 0.3 : 417.1 1 11:76 '1

41.9 I 25.0 35.5, 42.9 : 33.3 :

, t

/ . !..--....- 1.4....84,:s 0

3. : 146 I 9 I 24 : 177
HIGH . 1' 35-.9 I 2.2 our 5.9 : 43,5 : 2,7 : ' 1.0

:7'36.9 i .45.0' 19.8 28.3 ; 22.2 1 33.3
11.0 I 0,7 : 1.8 : 16.3 : e.2 t 0.3 ':

-;* 4 .0 :

2 : .
15 21 :1P

' volo : /4"..,..4,41:6- --- : :-.;.-.---1- t Ant. mil

e
' COLUMN 396j . 20 121 , 625 15 1.2

-N., As,

TOTAL 29.7 .1.5 9.1 46.9 1.1 0.9 1.9 ' 6./ ,

cmi MANE 57.7002 WITH 16 OEGREE$ OF FREEDOM SIG4IFICANGE 0.0000

3
: 0.7 1 6.6

Row
TOTAL

.
14 : 407

4i.i

30 1333
2.3 100.0

s ;27 I

NUMBER OF MISSING.OBSERVATIONS I 36
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TABLE 73. LOCAL MEDIA SES

LNEDIA
COUNT 't .

ROW X :NEWSPAPE MAGAZINE RADIO TELEVISI FRIENDS
COL X :RS S ON

SES
TOTAL X :-
......, :

1.:

16-..-.-.:. :

2.: 3.: 4.. : 5.:
: . :

-1, : 90 : 4 : 75 : 146 :' 10 1

1.

: : 25.0 1 26.3 't22.6 : 50.0 49.7
001. : 25.0 : 1.1 20.8 : 40.6 : 2.8 I

. 6.8 : 0,3 5.6 11.0 : 9.8 1
-: ..... --:.....-6-6:8 - : , : :

2', : 167 : 0 : 52' :* 268 : 9 :

: 42.0 I 0,0 : 34.4 : 46.0 :, 23.7 :

mI04E : 29.5 I 0.0 V 9.2 i 47.3 : 1.6 :

1243 I 0.,0 : 3.9 : 20.1 : $.7 I
.

: .' -:
3, : /41 :

, *-1A--- 11-9:3
1

4 24 : 169 : 19 ,1

HIGH : 34.9 I '1.0 ; 5.1. : 41.8 : 4.7 t

s:

: 35.4 1 -50.0 ; 15 : 29.0 : 58.0 I

10.6 I 0.3 : 1.6 : 12.7 : 1.4 it
.... s-ata 2 .. 1

.: IO

tOiUMN ' 348 8 151 583 38
TOTAy /9.9 0.6 11.3 0.8

CHI UARE 77.02519 WITH GREES OF FNEtoom SIGNIFICANCE $ 0.0000

NUMB [P or MISSING OBSERYATIONS

2.9

aTHER

6.'

2

0.6
20.0
0.2'

3

0.5
30.0
0.2

5

1.2
50.0
0.4

10
0.8

RADIO AN NEWSPAPE NO RESPO
0 TV 4 Tv NSE

7,: I 9.:L
1- 1 24 't 8 :

0.3 : 6.7 $ 2.2 :

4.3 25.3 I 32.0
: :0.1 1.8 : 0.6

48:8-8- el
15 : 46 I 7 :

tle, : 8.1 I 1.2 :

65.2 : e 48.4 1 28.0
1.1 : 3.5 I flo.5

:.... $
:

7 : 25 t 10 :

1.7 : 6.2 I 2.5 :

30.4 : 26.3 I 40.0 .

0.5 : 1.9 I 4.8
- --. -81.0-41- .: :

23 95 25
1.7 7.1 1.9

ROW
TOTAL

368
27.0

4

567
42.6

404
40.4

1331
1004

38 bi

110



4

OOP

p
TABLE 74. MEDIA ACCURACY ay. AREA

y
iX1h00

COUNT
RO.ki--4-1NEASPAPE MAG4iNE RADIO', TV

4 1 COCA :RS S4 _

.---". TOTAL % \1.: 2,: _3.:
,AREA 2 1ip...m2-2-2:11 : 0

A

i JTREI1 NONE ' NEWSP4PE NO RESPO RUM
P.STV NSE ISTki.

e.: 5.: 6.: 7.: 9.:
: :. . :2-12-''''-el

55 : 1--2: 27 : d : 4 1 142
38.7 : 2.7 1 19.0 : 0.0 : 2.8 I 10.8
9.8 : 5.6 ': 14.0 : 0.0 : 9.3 I

4.2 : 2.1 ; 2.1 : 3.0 : 0.3 I

: . . I- :Ii- . : . - i; _I

358 :' li I lld : 1 : 24 I 831
4:)4 : 1.4 t 14.2 : 0.2 : 2.9 1 63.1
b4.0 : 66./ : 61.1 66.7 : 55.8
27.2 : 7.; I 9.0 0.2 : 1.8 j

: . . ;_ : . :.-as -I
41 : e 1 26 b." : 7 1 111

36.9 : i'.,/ ; 23.4 ; 0.0 : 1.8 I 8.4
3.3 : ,Z. 1 14.5 : 0.0 4./ i
3.1 : 00 .1 2.0 : O. : 0.2 t

t

:..41,-. 1
: :e.-a----.1

105 : .; ; 21 : 1 : 13 I 233
45.1 : 2,1 : v.4 : .1.4 : 5.6 I ;7./
18.8 : 27. : 11.4 : 33.3 : 10.2 : .1...

8.0 : V.4
(

I 1.7 : 4.1 : 1.0 I

: .. . 1- : -. :5-,-...._,.;

559 1, 193- 3 43 1317
42.4 1.4 14.7 0:2 3.3 100.0

444.

44 : 29 : 12 :11 14 :

211.4 : 8.5. : 9.9' :

410.8 : 12.8 : 10.1 :

: 1.2 : 4.9 : 1.1 :

. - . :4... 3-8:2 !".-0

' li : 177 : 56 ': 04 i

CLICER CITY : 21.3 : 6.7 : 10.1
: 62.8 : 59.6 : 60.9

. : .13.4 : 4.3 : 6.4 :

: .

3, *: 16 : 14 ; la :

16.2 : 12.6 : 9.0
: 6.7 ; 14.9. : 7.2 :

1.4 : 1.1 : 0.8 :

--- -- --- s--- -s -1 :.- : .

4, " : 45 : 12 : SO :

NURAL : 19.3 : 5.2 : 12.9 :

P : 16.7 t 1,2.3 : 21.7 :

4.4 : 0,9 : 2.3 :

...;---.----;...,..._.:5 - : .

COLUMN 169 94 138
TOTA.T, . 2 .--4 7.1 10.5

'SU6uk0A4

s:.:L4.,e , 32.4 3 wITH 21 Ok.GREES CF.CREFUOM SIONVICANcE = 4.0531

NIMBEq.OF aSERVAT1JNS 52
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3.

A

4 `TABLE

. ..t

AUCINVO
COUNT :

r.

.

f

slit

. MEDIA- ACCURACY BY ETHNICITY

COL *:"" Z---,:15
-,.,74: :

MAGAii.IE biALI..

1.: .:
.

ET04NIC , 4.1:-/,--:-7=---,.714----8-5:11-- .

ANG.0 ; 4,--.---3:42':1 0.2 : 8.7

_:1 1. : 176. :' , 72 : / it.

4
.5s.3 4k: 74.2 ..7k.5

1L.9 : 5.3 : 5.6
s-- .

. le 26 68

,..

Nix- AMERICAN : 2#.9 : 5.1 : 13.9
: :

: 36.7 ; '25,8 : 47.2

2;5 : 1.9 : 5.0
: :11-.. e-sis

144

C4I 510PE 66.5p1di;17A 7 OEGgEUJ X_PotEpom SIGNIVCANCE i 4.0e0e

CoLUM4 2i8 92
TOT44. ,211.3 7;1 10.5

=I!

Tv

3.:-
: -

. :

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:..
'

354
4c.3
Oft.8

25.-9

.228

46.6
39.2
16.7

582
42.6

I
. ,-,TMI;

4.: ,

: . .

. li

: 1.1
: 52..2

: i.-
: -1,

1,'

: 2.4
: 5V,Z
: e.7
:

1.D

4.1F2AfE 40 4ESPO
cidTV NSE

5.:

*1041c.

- 5.: . 7.: 9,1

I- : 'm

; 1/0 : 2 : lb :

1 19.4 : .J.c: :/ 2.1 1

1 85.4 : 66.7 ..e 0-9 1

t 12.4 I,- Z.1 : 1.3 I

t. i Is :c-s--
J 2Y 1

--61

: :

: .9 : dr.2 : 5.3 :

t 14.6 : 33.3 : 59.1 1

: 2.1. -: 0.1. : 1.4 :

t... : .

1v9 3 44

14.6 0.2 3.2

TO AL

et,117:'__

35.8

1367
loo.0

NuP4BUI OF MISSING pbigRvITIONS 2

t

-

112

I



TABLE 76. MEDIA ACCURACY BY 'ES
)

4

SES

O

-,

MIDDLE

ACCINFO
. COUNT :

:.

Row x ;NEWSPAPE MAGAZINE RA310 TV

CL
To°At

711.1,:RS 1
1.:

.

2.: 3.:
: :6-.- 9-5:: - .

1. . 79 13_ : 48 :

.

. 21.2
.:

: 3,5 ; , 12.9 :

k. 28.4 : 13.4 : 3;.3 :

5:0 t 1.0 :. 3.5 :

: '1 000 ii-3:.. : o

2, I Is 35 , 62 ;

: 21.5 : 6.0- 10.7 :

45.8 I 36.1 : 43.1 *:
9,1 1 2,6 : 4.5 :

18-4.. w-r.'.
:.

3, 74 I 49 : 34 :

4 IP

OTHER NONE NEwSRAPE NO RESPO ROW

4.: 5,1
6.;RiTv 'NSE TOTAL

7,1 9,1 .

: if-
176 : 6 1

L 47.3 : 1.6 i

30.21L: 32.0 t

12.9 fr: 2.'4 t

: .. . ..1

271
46.6 : i.:

t

4616 : 32,0 I

19.8 : 0,4 1

135
1 .. . .1

d I

HIGH 1,7,9 1 11.9 : 8.2 : 32.7 : lot 1

26.6 ,: 50,5 .23.6. : 23.2 -40,0 i

.:-- - ,

5.4 I 3,6 : : 9.9 : -2.6 I

-,..,---..1,1,...,-,:s : .. t

TOTA6 2W.3 7.1 10.5 ;42.6 1.5
COLUMN d78 k 97 144 582 20

.

: 1..8-....1
0 : 3 : 20 t

7.3 ; 0.8. : 5.4 I

13.6 1616.0 '1 45,5 1

2.0 ( 0.2, I 1.5 1

--ip....0-.---4404.-sr",--,51

67 I --0 i 16
11.5 -e.to : 2.7 :

33.7 : 0.0 : 36.4 I

4.9 : 0.0 : 1.2 I

r 21.0-8----il
105 ; 0 : 8 1

25.4 ,;...--r 8,0 : 1.9 I

52.8 it 0,0 : 18.2 I

7.7 : 0.0 : 0:6 4
: . illoo-.01

199 3

14.6 0,2 3442

372
27%2

+:81

413
30.2

144:70
....

.
.a. I,

CHI .SOLARE-P 188.55575 WITH 14 DEGREES or FRODom SIGNIFICANCE 0.0800
I

/ .

kUMEIER OF MISSING @SERVATIONS . 2 (

414 1 1 3

J



TABLE 77. READ ENVIRONMENTAL. STORY BY AREA.

.4 PLADST'
COUNT .

RLw * :PEA -TAK, READ-DOE
COL f. ES PAPER SN'T 'AK

TCTAL % : 1.: 2.:
AREW. 1

* :
4:

L.,
0., :

27 : 3c :

: 54. : 27:3 :

: 14.7 : 34.8 :

: 5.5.*-- :' 3,0 :

320 : '43
CiNTER,CITY 32.5 5.2 ;

61.0 38,4 :

).
.,

,
TAKES -0: DNT:-DJD
DWI REA NOT READ
". 3.:' 4.;

:

22 :
4

15,5 : 2,8
5,2 : 1,7

:.7 : 0.3

, 297 : 155
35.7 : 18.7
69.o 1 ) 66.5

in

:

:

1

:

:

,

C REEi.

9,
.

0

13.11

.3,0.

0;0

it

1,C
73,2 ,

2,_.3 41-1 22.6."-r- :1.8 1 1.2
I. :

: : :

$ 3, v: 5e : 22 : ?5 : 8 : 0

5v01.14BAN
, kk-- 51,3 : 19.8 ; 22.5 5,4 : 0,0

11.0 : 19.6 : 5.7 : 2.6 ; 0,0
4,4 : 1,7 : , 1,? : 0.5 I 0.0

.,
i

: 70 : e,. : 83 , : 67 ; 5
WAAL : 30.t : 3,4 : 35.6 : 28.'5 s 2,1

: 13.3 : 7,1 ; 19,4 : 28.9 : 23,t

\Ilk
:drur m

:.

525 :12

6.3 :

427

5-.1

232

. 4 4.,

-TOTAL 39.9 8.5 32,4 17.6 12,16-

.

...."! SQUARE 2\ 180.74382 WITH 12 DECREES 01 'FREEDOr S:SmirIcANcE 0,00gle
.

mumnit of t:gisyING OBSERVATIONS 2 52

-1

,

Row

,
"'DJ AL

142
10.8

-p

831. ,

N,-3.4,./

111
8.4

33
lf.7

J.

J -
,--

110;1.70

Ni.

114



, , TABLE 78. SAW TV ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT BY AREA

-.(STO 1 1

COUNT :
.

Row % :S4w STOP OIDN' - NC ;ESP Row
/,

Co t OrlY EE TOTAL

%
4,

:

4...
AREA ..; : :a ....-S-g:

3.: 4.: 9.:
: - . . (

01 i 61 : 67 : \ 13 0 : 1 ( '142 k
1,4.0 : 47.2' .: '9.2 . 1.0 : e.7 i

lOye
110.1 :, 10,3 ,.t6.1 . 0.0 : 4,2 j

4.6 : 5,1 : 1.0 '0.0 : 12.1 1 /
: : pa a I

:, :. 394 : ,409 :- la 0 : :8 1 831
: 47,4 : '49.2 ( :2 : o.o. : 2,e _,: 63.1
: '65.2 : 62.7 : 27.8 : 2,0: : 75,

I

: 29.9 : 314.. 0:8 :. 0.0 : 1, ;

.:---....---:p........, :e_-____,:__ ..,_____:

CEN-ER

3, . 62 : 38 : 11 0 : 0 1 111
SUEIRBAN '57,9 : 34.2 : 9,9 ,0,0 : 2, 1 '8.4

i .: 10.3 : 5.8 : 30.6 0.0 : q:,4 1

: 4.7 L 2.9 : 0.8 O.C. : e,:. 4

4, 87 : 138 : 2 : 1 5 I 03
RU 37.3 : .59.2 : 0.9 : 0.4 2..-. 1 17.7

r4.4 :, 21.2- : 5...6 : 100.0 : 20.1:: 1

6.6. ,: 10.5 : 0.2 : 0.1 : 0,4 1

r ,-...4.--_;,-..--,:s
: . : .. - 1

,

COLUM4
145.5.

604 :.. 652 36 1 2-

IOTA, 49,5 2.7 0.1 -1.c 1

CHt 'tlikARE ):7.42k44 14(7:1.1 12 OLGHEES CF:,,FREEuOm , SIGNIFId4.:0E 2 -0.0000 ii

wuribEfi OF HI5SrG 08SERvATIoNiH, 52 11)
. ..
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TABLE 79. READ ENVIRONMENTAL STORY BY ETHNICITY
4

REAGST
' COUNT .

e

-.7)
'N.

:ES PAPER SNIT TAK ON'T REA NOTREAD
1.: 2, 3.: 4:

,4'' ;CsooC. ROwROW X :RLAU-TAK READ -DJE TARES-OI CANT -DI.:

E-WqI6 -a-Rs--: __-_:e_.._._.:4_
: . : .-.---1

TWTAL
19.1'

_ I', 388 ; 96 : 206 : 4 96 . .4 1 d-/64

ANGL.0 .
. 44.2 : 10.9 : 42.6 10.9 . _ ,

a
; 64.2

. 71.2 ;- 83.5 : 04.0 ,40.2 : 5',' : %

:- -- ----- :_..-.-- -1
. 28.4 ; 7.0 : ,c0.9 : 7.0 : 2.. :

2, : 57 :. -19
.

. 161 .
. 143 1 439

:.c '; 3.6-EX-AmEAICAN C 32.1 : 3.9 . -f,-.2.9 *. 29.2
: 20.8 : 16.5 . .:,6.0 . 59.0 . 42,' 1

11.5 : 1,4 11.8 :1 105 2,. ,7 I"

OTA. 39.9 ,,4 32.7 17.5 1,5 1LT:
.0L.UM4 545 115 447 239

.
e:

,,

.

CHI S? LAKE = 90,745)1k WI-H 4 DEGREES ',-;" F-)M NIF.CANcE : 0.00rA
I 1.

1 ,

1.4"Jfr8F4 Ov-mISSING 00SERVATI1NS

11E;
L.

r
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TABLE 80. SAW TV ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT BY ETHNTriTY_

70uNI1
:S'Aw STOP 01044,T .S

Co6, % :Y EE
73TAL. % 1.:

/1. : 410 :

ANGLC 46.7 ;

65.5 ;

30.0 :

: 213 ;

MEA-AMEHIL'u4 43.6, ;

.34:2 ;

: 15.6 :

CHI SULARE

1 e,

422
48.1
61,9,
30,9

060
53,2
38.1
19.0

1

30,

3 . 4

3.3
'2.2

6

1%2
.6.7
3.4

COL,JMN. 621
tip " 2.TOTA. 45.o 49.9

50
2.6

z 9.83544 WITH 4 DLGREES CF

NUMBLR OF MISSING 08SERVATI0NS ; 2

A

147

4"

0

,0 4E'M ROr,

TQT,AL

9.t\

: : . : 678
: .. 1 ; 64.2

0 : '.2 :t 6 4

: /.0 : 1,e i

:

: 1 : 'c .;,f09

: J.2 : -1, 1 -135.8.
: : 36,.
: 0.1 :

,
1 2= 13o7

1.8- 100.0

Or.

FrIEEDOm SIGNIF:CAMICE = 0.0433
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' TABLE 84. READ ENVIRONMENTAL STORY BY SES.. N4

coupe
Row %
,":0. %

^TA, x
5E5

_O+
-----\...

..

r

2,

"::O.E.

f1 e

EADs-
? _ 4

:READ -TA.{ READ-DA 'AKES-CI 0.T-DID NC PESP,. RON
:ES PAPER SN'T 'Art ON' REA 4ST RED -0.41.
: 1.: - 4,: 3, 4.: 9.:

Is
. 2....4...---1

95 1

11 25.5 : 5:,4 : 31.: .: 35.8
i : 37

: 2,i 1 .27.2
17.4

1 ,7,4 : 26.0 : -55.6 *: 38,1 I

6.9 : 1.5 : 8.5 :' 9.7 t- 2,6 1

.

13...-s-m'w
:

1

: 41.8 : 45,! .5:1.: ;

66 : o 1 582
114 1

44.6 ; 46:1 : 47.9 : V.6: 28,6 : 42.'61.7.6:3,9:15.7:4.:2 4 1 /11,e".:
3y-- 207 : *2 :

1 7 : 40 f 7 / 413 ...._.:VM
/ 1 .30.2

36.0 1 36.5 : c6.2 : 16.7 ! 13.1 .

1.1 1 3:1. : 6.6 : 2.9 : 2.5 I

-; . 1- s.
COL014 545 115 447. ) 239 kl

3015:70
-CITA_ 39.9 8,4 32.7 117,5 1.5

:H: 5QvARE 1'2.01025 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIrICANcE : 0,0000

Ni,w8ER OF HISSIN: 085ERvATIONS

11S

2
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TABLE 82. SMUTV ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT BYES

, 1110,

.

S

2,: 3.:
- :

- 7

1.9 :

19,4
4.5 :

e
11 :

1.9 :

30.6 :

0.8 :

-:.- a--.......:

18 :

:: 44 :

: 50.0 :

: 13 :

17.:g

36
:

2.6' '

COOT
4' Ci.1 X

,

'VSTO
:

:SAW S'OP OION'T
% :T EE4...---Or.

,,,irAL. A : 1.;
3E5 : :# .-.5

1. 143 : 216
38.4 : 5d.1
25.0 i 31,7
14.5 :I 15.8

2. : . 257 : 303
w E 44.2 52.1

41.3 44,4

16.8 4;22.2
5-4-7

3% 223
.4 GI-I 54.0 396.;

32.8 1 23.9
4. 16.3 1 11,9

COLUMN 623
g-#

682
TVA, 45,6 49,9

\CHI SQUARE I 33.80672 WITH

J

A. NC AESP RYA
TU'Ar..

4.. : 9.1
: .. .. -1

2 : tr ; .7 ..2

2.0 k 1,6 t 27.2 .

2.0 : 24.Z t

2.2 : z.4 I

1 : 10 t 5132

0.2 ; 2,7 r 42.6
100.0 : 40.4 I

0.1 t
: 0,7 I

: -.. 1

'..

0 : 9 t 413
0,0 : 2.2 I 30.2
0.0 : 3k.0 1

, 0.0 : 2.7 ,'I 'i

1

II:: 670.1 2 .0

8 DeGHEES or FREEpom SIGNIFICANCE = 4.0000

- NUMBER OF MISSIN; OBSERVATIONS 2

4
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)ECTYON 8

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

4A,

- , 4 ..
.

In one sense, theultimate goal 'of this research Project is.to der.-

stand the why's and who's of environmental-attitudes. The previous Sections
have attempted to identify these.attitudes from survey data. In this section,
we turn to a different, and more powerful technique i5f analysis: multivariate
.anal'ysis-ispecifically cgAression and factor analysis.'

\Multiple regression attempts to. "predict'" the dependent variable. In -

.

this case, we set variable I.MPTPBSI (rating'envriorOrental problems as the '

most 'limportant) as the dependent variable. We then include the following
listf independent variables:

.,

,

,ANCOME ,
t

REA (Center city/non-center city)
S S ..-.0 (Socioeconomic status, ,

W IKING (Employment status)
C RS (Ownership of automobiles)
11 ALM fState of respondents' health)

Ito

WC ORS 4mpmhpaship in pnvironmpntAl nroani7atinn)

MS CONT (Industry as moss contributing to pollution) *
AT MEET "(Having attended environmental-meeting)
AU OEX JWillingness to spend above average to reduce auto emissions) 4

CN 20 (Willingness to spend above average to reduce water pollution)
RNOISE ((Willingness to spend above average to reduce noise)
ISM' (Willingness to spend.above average to reduce trash problems)
INGW EC (Willingness to spend. above average to provide more recreation)

. ,

The d ta ere re dichotomized into Presence/absence of the variable where
necessary to-allow us to treat them a4 interval data, sujoetable for use in'
multivariate anal ii,

'REGRESSION ANALY
40'

Our first analysis consist ed of a stepwise multiple regression with
IMPTPBSI sets the dependent variable. The results are given in the follow-

. ing summary table (Table 83). The most important aspect of Table'_83 is the
columnsnoted R SQUARE. This noted the amount of variance in the dependent
variable (IMPTPBSI) accounted for by each succeeding step in the regression

f. equation. As can be noted, willingness to spend above average in investing
in additional recreational facilities entered the equation first and accounts
for almost-9% of the variance in the dependent variable. No other variable

107
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1 ..
1 ,

AP
accounted for as much as 4% additional explanation of variance. The total

amount of variance expldinedby the 16 steps in the regression equation is--
approximAtely 35%.

... .

The column named BETA in Tablis 83-is also significant. BETA indicates
e relationship between the dependent variable and the named independent

ri,able. As can be'seen, the BETA's for the first independent variable is
oth negative and fairly large:. This indicates that there is a fairly strong

inverse relationship betweeh this variable (INEWREt) and the dependenr:var=
iabile (IMPTPBSI). ..\In other words, as-the willingness to spend above average

o invest in additional recreational water facilities increases, ranking of
nvironmental problems as'the "most impqrtant problem eclines..

The expected high relationship between income and high SES on the idhe
.hand and willingness to rate environmental problems as the most,importanti"
is not borne out by this data. ItiCOME.enters the equation on step 14 and

Only explains an additional 0.1, a very small figure. SES adds even less.
The BETA's for both income and SES Jr0 quite small, and income is positive,

while SES is negative. 1
t

FACTOR ANALYSIS

This section presents the results of an additional mull' ',1riative

techtque--factor analysis. One of the best uses of this technique is the

identification of an underlying pattern or factorhich is related to the
varilbles under study. Factor analysis manipulates the variables so,as to
disclose patterns of relatioAships, if any, extant among them. in essence,,

a variable's factor loading can be taken as the correlation between that
vari-able and the underlying factor':which underpins the data. We present
this anat./5;s As A romp/anion to the reuression analysis presented a6ove.

The factorin'g procedure used in this case is the Principal Factor with
Iterations (PA2) for'the Statistical Package for the Social Scienceli. The

, results of the factor analysis are shown in Table 84. Using an eignvalue,
of 1.0 as a criterion level, we see four factors emerge, accounting; for 74.7 ,

of the variance.

factor One accounts for'29% of the variance, and Ls distinguiShe'd by
high loadings of four of the willingness to spend above average foi- envir6n-
mental quality variables. As a result, we.have identified-this factor as

Environmental Quality. The only item of \expenditures which does not load ..:.,

on this factor is INEWREC, willingness to spend above average.on new recre
t

ational facilities. Additionally, there is a relatively high loading of the
1'

;
!...i6.

variable CARS, ownership of an automobile le (.4-3 loading). . --

(

/e- Factor Two accounts for an additional 201 of the variance. !It is

characterized by very high loadings of the SES and INCOME varlabiies. Accord-

' ingly, it has been identified as the "high status'] factor. Therh are modest

negative -loadings of ETHNIC (Mexican- American ethnicity) and willingness to

spend for new recreational facilihies (INEWREC). The negative lOading of

INEWREC) on thi4 factor aids in c6-rifirming the pattern of data reported

earlier. , ....,
1

,

./
/

los .

.
i
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Factor Three accounts for an additional 13.3% of the variance and is
characterized by a high loading of the variable AREA (nOn-center city). A

slight negative loading of unOnployment (WORKING) is also featUred on this
factor., The ATTMEET variable !olds at a. moderate negative level on this
factor. We have characterized this factor s."Subarbarr/Rural."

.., )-
- (

... ,

._. The firral factor which emerges accounts'for an additional 12.4% of the
Hiariance, We have entitled' Factor Four as4he anti-industry variable from:
its high loading of MSTCONT variable. Alsobloading very high on this factOr .

. is the SEX variable (femare).

..

-
. 4.

4 ,
.

% Ai
The factor analysis thus helps, to confirm the genera) patterning of,

data reported earlier.- The most significant finding of the factor analysis
is the large relativelyieconsistvt,loading that four of-t6 willi'ngnessto

- .

spend for environmental qualityNvariables have on the first fAktor. The
. major/ exception -was spending for new recreational facilities.

. .
,.
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TABLE 83. ,SUMMARY TABLE: RESULTS FROM MULTIPLE REGRESSION'
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TABLE A. SUMMARY TABLE: RESULTS FROM Fl !`OR ANALYSIS

\

VARtMAX.ROTATE0 FACTOR MATRIX

4

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 F CTOR 3 F CTOR 4 FACTOR S FACTOR 6 F CTOR 7

,

IMPTROSi 0,54589 0.45242 .12965 .07075 .-0,14225 80,03879 - .09719
INCOME 0,93852 0.04117 001392 .05142 0.09061 .09194
AREA 110,01647 0.12200 .15542 , 0,02043 0,62770 .00884
SES 0,91726 .0.10584

..42253

.21584 .00687 ', 0.10354.0 0, 5515 .03305
ETHNIC 1111824042, 0.18842 .78753 - .07422 *-140625 0.12682 .04616
HEALTH .C.22891' , 0.42976 .03696J - .54027 0.37665 80416515 .37831.
WCHORG 80,27429 0.13954 .48773 - .26135 00421754 4,17633 .01058
MSTCCNT 0,01787' 0.63205 Its .07006 - .22277 -0,01960 0,14766 .10739
ATTMEET .0.03368 0.22245 .07427 4P .16872' -0402 s0t732.9.2. ..... -0,19554
AUTOEX 0404181 -0.06364 .10042 .09114 % 0582063 ;0.01742 0.09342
CNIM20 0,09591 -0.71030 .07382 .06898 '" '0.00621 0.18030
RNOISE 0.01117 -0,2*(24 .12239 .54273

..0/41.21220
0,51467 0,85544 =0.16469

WORKhG .0,26901 f.03533.- .04855 .06712 -0.87577 80,00427 -0.00966
CARS 0,01216 0.06291 .14551 .28088 -0,10119 0,53277 0.52998
TSH --- .0,02705 -0.58411 .11266 4 .02609 0,5'0901 0,05719 -0.02720
INEWREC 80.13204 0.071145 .05931 .01707 0.00296 0,14053 -0.87859c

TRANSFORMATION MATRIX

FgcT0R 1 rACTOR 2

FACTOR 1 0,49125 .4.63906
rACTOR 2 0:62276 0.14122
'ACTOR 3 0,42634 0.42390
rACTOR 4 80,12200 0.03812
FACTOR 5 ;0,26619 0.11406
FACTOR 6 1,24150 0.55815
FACTOR 7 80'.21219 0.256k

ik

FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 .FACTOR 6 FACTOR 7

80.18660 0.44197 '1.21910 0,26818 0.01422
0.66876 -0.07175 0,12928 .0,32196 0.13571

80.27377 0.00346 -0.48860 0,41123 0.39464
;0.2669; A1.05958 0.50779 80.2294 0.77564
0%22027 0.83021 -0.28202, ;0.23617 0.20750

80.39148 0.29765 0.41176 :0,18904 -0,42782
0.01226 0.18059 0,43545 0,71506 0.03214
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SECTION 9

CONCLUSIONS

r

What does all' this mean? We noted in our introductory remarks that

previ us studies have provided us with information relating to environmental

attitude ,(see above, p. 2). The4'a studies have indicated that a,S'ignificant

portion of the American ,communirty are- awareNiof and concerned about the prob-

lems of a deteriorating environment, but the most recent studies (Dunlap,

--,

9 6; Butte], 1974) have note" -a decline in this public concern. Studies

1 h eindiLted generally that people with higher SES levels are more sensi-J
tive to environmental problems and are more willing to act, or support action,

to improve environmentarcond-itions. Other studies have contended that:.

Americans believe the environment is deteriorating; Americans view environ-

mental problems primarily in terms of water and air pollution; and most

Amer cans rely on television and radio for information 'relating to environ-

menta\menta quality. ,
-

Our data support some of the above fipdings and do not support kome of

them. We do find, as recent studies have6reported, much less interest in

environmental problems than evidenced in 1960's and early 1970's. Fewer

than three hundred respondents listed the environment among the three most

important problems facing the nation.'

- We. find also a relationship between SES-and concern with the environment.

The percentage of respondents in the high'SES level who ranked environmental

problems as most important is over twice that of the low'SES respondents.

Upper and middle level SES respondents 9enerally were more aware of organ-

izations dealing with environmental Problems and had contacted public offic-

ials more frequently about environmental issues.

Our data support the belief that Americans view the environment as deter-

iorating. While about half of the respondents characterized present environ-

mental conditions as "above average" and only one-fifth characterized it as

"below avenge," when asked to predict environmental conditions five years

...40ence, almost half believed the environment would be "below average" and

only oneathisd believed it would be "above average."

Previous studies indicate that we view environmental problems primarily

in terms of air and water pollution,. Our study takes issue with the forMer

contention. We found thAt our respondents identified thy environment over-
whelmingly Un terms of both physical and social charactecL5tAs. It is

noteworthy that the one environmental issue which stimulated the greatest

cost response was the need for recreational areas (this response cut across
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areas, etbnit:And SES groupings), a problem area related to both physical

and social concepts. We also found strong responses to water pollution, but-
,not to air pollution. . °

Previous studies also have noted that Americans derive most of their
information relating to environmental issues from television and radi/6. Our

research supports those studies which ite television as a major so i ce. Not

only did our respchndentsaindicate th television was the primary, ews source,
they also believed it to be the most accurate and unbiased news ource. We

found, tiOwever., that newspapers rat r than radio, were the s and most

4- \

frequently cited information source

In addition to these data which can Il\compare to existing' studies,

we have fincilg5 which themselves need to be\tested by further inclOiry.

We have suggestions of significant relationships betweenenvironmental
attitude5 and area, ethnicity,'' and SES. Our research indicates that concern
with environmental problems decreases slightly as one moves away frog the

center city to the rural areas. Suburban residents also'viewed the condition

of the envieronment,,both present and future, in more optimistic terms than
respondents resicing in the center city or rural areas. Rural res4dents

are more pessimistic .than center city and suburban residents about the future.
This is somewhat of a surprise as one might hypothesize that those living
closest to a deteriorating environment (i.e., inner city) would be more
pessimistic about its future rather than tIvipse, living in the areas (i.e.,

rural) where there is less pollution. In general, we found suburban respon-
dents fobe more actively involved with the environment than the other two

area respondents.

Environmental studies often seemed to be a fc,ulIction of ethnicity.
Mexican-Americans ranked environmental concerns slightly higher than Anglos.

Mexican - Americans also perceived present and future environmental conditions

in more pessimistic terms than Anglos. This concern and pessimism did not
translate iiito political activism; more than twice as many Anglos as Mexican -

Americans are members of organizat-ions with an environmental orientation,
and AAglos evide4ced more knowledge of and activism in both public gind private

groups focdsing on the environment.

Environmental attitudes-also lere.influenced by therSES of resp6ndents.

While higher 1ES respondents seemed to be more aware 'of environmental prob-
lems, they aka Were more positive about present and future environmental

conditions. Lower SES respondents were more pessimistic about the environ-

mental cOndllions. Higher SES respondents seemed more interested in water
pollution-ant less interested in recreation than the other groups. As has

beentndiriefed.by. various studies of political socialization, higher SES

respondents were more knowledgeable about organizations whicfl'wera involved
with environmental problems and were more active than other rds16,Ondents in

dealing with these problems.

We hive attempted in this study to add to the growing literature of

enWronmental attitudes. The attitudes of our San Antonio sample T-hdicate

that concern for the environment is not a.highly salient feature'of their

4r
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attitudin:i environment. Economic concerns, either un,employmdnt or the

state-of the-economy, virtually dominated the rankings of important public
problems.

Of course,.policy preferences of the public are not divorced from

external influence. Our survey was conducted during a peciod of relative

calm where environmental issues are concerned. The energy crisis of the.

early 1970's had dimmed and,San Antonioans would not be immersed in their
conflict over fuel supply for several months. Had our_study been conducted,

a few months earlier or a few months later, our data might have generated

different conclusions. However, this is a caveat which'must accompany any
study attempting to ascertain public opinion on a popular issue.

In sum, the envii-onmental movement, as suggested by'both Duntap and '

Downs (Dunlap, 1975; Downs, 1972), seems to haVe gone aground on the Focky

shoals of more immediate, pressing concerns--economic. While Butte! and .

Flynn may well be correct in their assessment that tliere is no inherent

gross incompatibility between economic growth and environmental quality,
it is apparent from our data that environmental concern is'being pushed

aside. AS Sprihger and Costantini,noted, "Currently, environmental concern
yaGars more'as a national wish than a hard political commitment. The

iKth and extent of this commitment, and the tine of political combat, will

become clearer as the cost's and benefits of environmental' policy become more

evident to decision-makers and the public." (Springer and Costantini, 1974:.

.217). Our data leads us to suggest that the "hard political commitment" is
not likely to be forthcomin .

1
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